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Current Topics. 
The Conveyancing Bill. 

TuHIs BtL1, which, at the adjournment of the recent session of 
Parliament, had passed the House of Lords and awaited a second 
reading in the House of Commons, advanced with quite unex- 
pected rapidity through its stages in that House, and on Tuesday 
last was read a third time, so that it now only requires the Royal 


Assent to become law. We discussed the provisions of the Bill 
in our last volume (55 Souicrtors’ JOURNAL, 735). 


The Workmen’s Compensation Act. 


THE CASES on appeal under this Act, during the present 
sittings, have been so numerotis and important, that we think it 
will be advantageous to our readers who are concerned with this 
class of litigation, to present them with an epitome of the 
decisions which have been given, whether reported or unreported, 
arranged according to their bearing on the different words of the 
Act. Our contributor, who has long been interested in the 
subject, has been present in court during the hearing of nearly 
all the cases, and we believe that his statements may be 
accepted as correct. 


Sir E. Carson, K.C, 


A LEADING article in the 7imes, some days ago, contained a 
statement which might be understood to mean that Sir KE. CARSON 
was about to retire from the pravtice of his profession, and to 
devote himself entirely to a political career. We are informed, 
however, that this eminent advocate merely proposes to curtail 
his practice so far as may be necessary to enable him to attend 
closely the debates on the Home Rule Bill to be introduced by 
the Government. It may be remembered that, although he 
relinquished private practice during the period when he held 
the office of Solicitor-General, he was able without difficulty to 
recover this practice on his return to the courts. 


Solicitors as Money-lenders, 


RECENT DECISIONS on the Money-Lenders’ Act, 1900, have 
naturally given rise to some anxiety among solicitors, who, in the 
usual course of their business, have to advance money to clients, 
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We learn, from the Law Society's Gazette, that at a recent meeting 
of the Council of the Law Society, a letter was read from members 
calling attention to Re Campbell, Ex parte Seal (46 L. J. 524; 1911, 
W. N. 183) and requesting the views of the Council as to the 
position of solicitors advancing money to clients and other 
persons in the usual course of their practice. ‘The members 
were informed that, in the opinion of the Council, if a solicitor, 
not carrying on his business primarily for money-lending purposes, 
but only in the course of his ordinary business as a solicitor, lends 
money, no difficulty can arise under the Act; and that the 
answer to the question whether a solicitor is or is not carrying 
on the business of a money-lender must depend upon the facts 
of each case.” 


The New County Court Judge. 

THE ComMMON Law Bar is well satisfied with the appointment 
of Mr. LonasTaFFE to the vacant judgeship on the Halifax 
County Court Circuit, Lord LorgeBurN has followed his usual 
practice by selecting a circuit practitioner with local experience of 
the district wherein he is now called to administer summary civil 
justice. In addition to a leading junior practice on the North- 
Eastern circuit, which comprises the West Riding of Yorkshire, 
where the duties of the new judge will chiefly lie, Mr. 
LONGSTAFFE has had a good general and commercial court 
practice in London ; he has filled the offices of Revising Barrister 
for Yorkshire and Assistant-Recorder of Leeds ; and having been 
called in 1880, he has had some thirty years’ experience of busy 
— A man of good presence and clean-cut legal features, 

e adds to those physical recommendations a common-sense know- 
ledge of law and a courteous manner. ‘There is nothing political 
about the appointment ; which adds to the general satisfaction 
which it has occasioned. 


The Keeping of Clients’ Bank Accounts. 

THE CASE of Re a Solicitor (Times, November 11th), in which 
a solicitor was struck off the rolls for making default in replacing 
moneys belonging to a client which he had paid in to his own 
banking account, is of great importance to the profession, because 
of the strong pronouncement made by Mr. Justice DARLING, and 
with which the other judges of the Divisional Court concurred. 
His Lordship, according to the short-hand note of his decision, 
used the following terms :— 


“ . . . With regard to this practice of mixing up clients’ 


in number, and the enormous bulk of Mr. HupsOoN’s work on 
Building Contracts is good proof of their intricacy and difficulty. 
And it may well be doubted whether an action at law isa suitable 
remedy in disputes between builder and building owner. Trial 
by jury is wholly unsuited to such cases, and the hearing before 
an Official or special referee usually involves a huge consumption 
of time, and little satisfaction for either of the litigants. Stipula- 
tions that the valuation of a specified individual shall be accepted 
as final have for many years been introduced into building 
contracts, and we have sometimes thought that too much ingenuity 
has been exercised by the courts in enabling the party who has 
accepted such a provision to escape from the ordinary meaning 
of his bargain. 


Observations of Judge at Criminal Trial after 
Verdict of ‘*‘ Not Guilty.’’ 

ANY ONE who is in the habit of reading the reports of criminal 
trials must know that it is no uncommon thing for the presiding 
judge to express his dissatisfaction with a verdict finding the 
defendant “not guilty,” but this dissatisfaction is, as a rule, 
expressed in general terms, and it is certainly not usual for the 
judge in such circumstances to express his opinion as to the guilt 
of the person accused. We are, therefore, rather surprised to 
read, in one of the leading medical journals, that at a trial before 
Rip.ey, J., at the recent Derbyshire Assizes, in which two 
women—mother and daughter—were tried for the murder of a 
child and convicted of concealment of its birth only, the judge 
commented on the conduct of the prisoners in a manner 
suggesting that they ought to have been held guilty on the 
graver charge. The prisoners made statements as to the cause 
of certain injuries received by the child, and the evidence 
adduced by the prosecution, while not sufficient to establish 
the impossibility of accident, undoubtedly pointed to the 
probability that the death of the child had been due to criminal 
violence. The jury, by their verdict, must be taken to have 
accepted the theory of accident, but the learned judge, who 
sentenced each of the prisoners to eighteen months’ hard labour 
for the concealment of birth, is reported to have observed that he 
was not disposed to believe anything thst either of them bad said 
in the witness box ; that the child's body bore the marks of very 
serious injuries, and that they must remain suspected of having 
brought them about. These observations are, we think, to be 
regretted. They amount to a separate finding by the judge that 
the case was one of grave suspicion—a finding which may often be 





money with the solicitor’s own money, there are not only those 
cases of several years ago (15 years ago) referred to by the 
learned counsel, but there have been cases which are not 
reported or are not available to us, but I know them, because I | 
have sat by the side of the Lord Chief Justice when he has 
several times denounced this practice, and said it is most repre- 
hensible ; and solicitors must either abandon it, or be prepared, 
if any harm comes from the practice of mixing the clients | 
money with their own, to expect a severe treatment by this | 
Court, who have given them fair warning that such a practice is 
not to be continued.” 
We need hardly say that ancient custom, and not any dis- 
honest intention, is generally the cause of the practice thus 
condemned ; but in view of the attitude adopted by the court, it | 
is certainly not expedient for any firm, however reputable, to 
continue it. We believe that many members of the profession 
are quite unacquainted with the very stringent attitude which 
the Divisional Court now adopts on this question, and therefore 
we have felt it right to give some prominence to Mr. Justice 
DaRLING’s pronouncement. 





Expensive Litigation. 

SHORTHAND NOTES are an expensive luxury, but we must 
confess to some astonishment on reading that the cost of a note 
taken at a protracted hearing before one of the official referees 
amounted to many hundreds of pounds. We do not doubt 
that these costs were properly incurred and charged ; but when 
it is considered that to this sum there must be added the fees of 
counsel, with refreshers, and the expenses of numerous witnesses, 
some idea may be obtained of the costliness of the proceedings. 
The action was for the balance claimed by a builder. Of builders’ 
actions the least that can be said is that they do not diminish 








wholly inconsistent with the verdict of the jury and which may 
expose the persons acquitted to peculiar hardship. 


The Supra-Sensitiveness of the Artistic 

Temperament. 

Mr. Justice Eve had a nice point to decide in Becker v. 
Earls’ Court (Limited) (Times, November 11th). The plaintiff, his 
wife, and his child were proved to have suffered a net vous break- 
down as the result of noise caused to neighbouring residents by 


certain forms of entertainment lately installei at the Earls’ 


Court Exhibition, the nature of which will probably be sufficiently 
disclosed by stating that their names are the “ Diagon’s Gorge,” 
the “ Cake Walk,” and the “ Merry-go-Round.” Then the judge 
had to put to himself this question, Was the nervous injury 
caused by excessive noise acting on normal nervous systems, or 
by a normal amount of noise acting on supra-sensitive tempera- 
ments? In the former case the causa proxima of the damage is 
the nuisance, and it is actionable accordingly. Inthe latter the 
causa proxima is the excessive delicacy of the sufferer’s nerves, so 
that there is damnum sine injuria, since there is no duty to use 
your premises so as not to annoy persons of abnormal tempera- 
ment who may be injured by what is harmless to normal human 
beings (Moy v. Stoop, 1909, 25 T. L. R. 262,) Now here the 
plaintiff was an artist, and evidence was given to shew that the 
artistic temperament is supra-sensitive to noise. Happily, the 
learned judge was spared the task of deciding anything which might 
amount to /se majesté of the artistic world. It was shewn that 
the child, as well as its father, was the victim of the noise; and 
in the child’s case the artistic temperament could hardly be 
imputed toa babe! His Lordship accordingly granted an injunc- 
tion, and awarded £25 damages to the plaintiff. 
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Remuneration of Trustees for Debenture-Holders. 


To A VERY large extent the whole system of equity and the 
jurisdiction of the Chancery Division depends upon the existence 
of trusts, and it is, perhaps, surprising that the trustee himself 
has received such strict treatment. Without him the whole 
course of legal development would have been different, but no 
hint of gratitude for his indispensable services is to be found, we 
fear, in the equity reports. Any attempt at obtaining reward 
for work done is strictly repressed, and his honest errors of judg- 
ment may spell ruin to him. It is, therefore, a pleasing change 
to find SwINFEN Eapy, J., giving trustees for debenture-holders 
their due under the terms of their trust deed, and his decision in 
Re Piccadilly Hotel (Limited) (ante, p. 52) establishes that where a 
provision is made for a fixed salary to be paid out of the trust 
funds, this will be paid without inquiring whether work has been 
actually done or not, and netwhthatending that a receiver has 
been appointed in a debenture-holders’ action. and that the trust 
property has been realized in the action and the proceeds paid 
into court. In that case the debenture trust deed provided that 
the moneys to arise from any sale, calling in, or conversion of 
the mortgaged property should be applied first in the expenses of 
executing the trusts; and there was a direction that the 
company should, in every year during the continuance of the 
security, pay to the trustees as remuneration £262 10s. Under 
a somewhat similar provision in Re Accles (Limited) (51 W. R. 
57), FARWELL, J., held that the remuneration was not payable 
out of the trust funds in priority to the debenture-holders, 
but only by the company. There, however, the order of 
application of the assets was not defined as it was in the present 
case. In the opinion of SwINFEN Eapy, J., the realization of 
the assets in proceedings to which the trustees were parties 
was equivalent to a realization by themselves, and under the 
express terms of the trust deed they were entitled to their 
remuneration, notwithstanding the appointment of a receiver, in 
priority to the debenture-holders. 


Medical Examination of Disabled Workmen. 


THERE Is likely to be a good deal of criticism, professional and 
lay, of the recent decision of the House of Lords in Morgan v. Wil- 
liam Dixon (Limited) (Times, November 14th). The appellant was 
a workman who had met with an accident which entitled him 
to compensation under the Act of 1906. Now, in the first 
schedule to that Act there is a provision (section 4) to the 
following effect: ‘‘ Where a workman has given notice of an 
accident he shall, if so required by the employer, submit 
himself for examination by a duly qualified practitioner provided 
and paid for by the employer, and if he refuses to submit 
bimself to such examination or in any way obstructs the same, 
his right to compensation shall be suspended until such 
examination has taken place.” The appellant, in accordance with 
this clause in the schedule, received the usual notice to submit 
himself to medical examination by the employer's nominee. He 
was quite willing to do so, but stipulated that his own medical 
attendant s':ould be present at the examination. To this the 
employers would not accede, aud they contended successfully 
before the arbitrator that the appellant had “refused” or 
“obstructed” the examination within the meaning of the above 
clause, so as to be in the meanwhile disentitled to compensation. 
This decision was upheld on appeal, and finally in the House of 
Lords, Lord Suaw dissenting. Their Lordships intimated that 
in their opinion it was generally desirable that the workman’s 


own doctor should be present if the applicant desired it, but they | 


declined to fetter the arbitrator by laying down a rule to that 
effect. The right is not an unconditional right ; the arbitrator 
must in every case decide on the facts whether such presence is 
a reasonable stipulation on the part of the workman ; and if he 
decides that it is not, the superior courts cannot upset his decision 
upon this question of fact. 


The Functions of the Grand Jury. 


_ It appears that the Government propose to institute an 
inquiry into the whole subject of the laws affecting juries and the 
administration of such laws; and no doubt the grand jury will 


come under consideration. Meanwhile, GRANTHAM, J., has been 
extolling its merits. It is undoubtedly a valuable institution 
so long as it confines itself to its proper duty. But a recent 
sitting of the Central Criminal Court was rendered somewhat 
memorable by the prominent part which the grand jury played 
in the report of its proceedings. They began by a presentment 
in which they regretted the large number of petty cases sent to 
betried at the chief criminal court in the kingdom, and suggested 
that the less important of those cases should be disposed of before 
the stipendiaries or at quarter sessions. And having denounced 
in their presentment the lengthy list of cases which the court had 
to dispose of, the jury proceeded to lighten it of their own accord 
by ignoring altogether three indictments for murder, and by 
reducing a fourth to manslaughter. This action led Mr. Justice 
ScRUTTON to take the very unusual course of expressing in open 
court his disapproval of the grand jury’s attitude. The law of 
murder, as he pointed out, is very technical, and it must be 
difficult for any grand jury to be certain that they are acting 
within the bounds of the law when they take upon themselves the 
determination of a matter so delicate without the assistance of the 
judge. There is much point in this criticism, and there is no 
doubt grave danger that, by ignoring bills for child-murder, 
serious encouragement will be given to the crime of infanticide. 
At the same time, we are frankly of opinion that the good sense 
of a grand jury in dealing with the technicalities of the law of 
homicide is often areal safeguard to prisoners. Constructive 
murder has been pushed much too far in the strict theory of 
English law, and judges differ much among themselves in their 
attitude towards it. The grand jury isa fine old English institu- 
tion, and while occasionally a masterful spirit whom chance has 
placed on the list may lead his fellows to commit indiscretions, 
yet in the main grand jurymen discharge their important func- 
tions with a good sense, an appreciation of evidence, and a 
deference to judicial opinion which render their labours really 
useful. 


Accident Caused by Exposure. 


THE Case of Warner v. Couchman (reported elsewhere) is an 
interesting little case which presented a conundrum for the 
House of Lords. The plaintiff, a baker’s assistant, had to 
deliver bread in the mornings—he drove a horse and van round 
the houses of a wide rural neighbourhood; the cold and rain 
affected his right arm in such a way as to cause “ oedema,’ 
which apparently results from exposure to cold. It 
was claimed on his behalf that this was an “accident, 
arising out of, and in the course of, his employment,” so as to 
entitle him to compensation. That such nervous injury is an 
“accident” is now fairly well-settled law: it seems to come 
within the principle laid down in the leading case (Fenton v. 
Thorley & Co. (Limited), 1903, A. C. 443), where rupture caused 
by strain was held to be an “ accident,” inasmuch as it was “ an 
unintended and unexpected occurrence which produces hurt or 
loss.” But the next difficulty is, Does this accident “arise out 
of the employment” ? Here we must apply the analogy of the 
“heat stroke” cases—which are the exact converse of the 
| present one, the difference being that in the one case the acci- 
| dent results from exposure to too high, and in the other case 
to too low, a degree of temperature. Now the heat-stroke 
cases have made it clear that exposure to heat arises out of the 
employment only when the man’s work casts upon him a 
special liability to such danger, not suffered by other people in 
the same climatic conditions (Ismay, Imrie & Co. v. Williamson, 
1908, A. C. 437). In the case last quoted, the victim of the 
stroke was a stoker engaged in raking out the ashes of a 
boiler. | But when the stroke results from the normal exposure 
to the sun’s rays which all the world shares, then the sunstroke 
does not arise out of the employment (Davies v. Gillespie, 28 
T. L. R. 6)—although in this case, which lays down the rule, the 
actual sunstroke suffered from was held to have, in fact, been 
due to the abnormal risks of the employment. In the present 
case, therefore, the simple question emerges, Is exposure to cold 
an abnormal risk attaching in a peculiar degree to the employ- 
ment of a baker’s outdoor assistant? The court refused to treat 





it assuch, and rejected the workman’s claim. 
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Trustees and Colonial Stocks. 


interesting. A miner met with an accident in December, 1907, 


WE REFERRED at some length, in our issue of the 13th of | at which date his average weekly earnings were £2 19s. ld. per 
May last (55 Soricrrors’ JoURNAL, 494), to the decision of | week. He remained totally incapacitated until August of the 


Eve, J., in Re Maryon-Wilson's Estate (Ibid., p. 499), with respect 
to the meaning of “ colony or dependency ” in a direction by a 
testator as to investments in oversea securities. veg, J., held 
that in a will made in 1896, “colony” was not to be taken as 
having the meaning assigned to it-by the Colonial Stock Act, 1877, 
i.c., an oversea territory of the Empire having a local legis- 
lature and being subject to a central legislature. This decision 
has been affirmed by the Court of Appeal, and the judgment of 
the Master of the Rolls is reported in the Jimes of the 9th of 
November. It must, therefore, now be taken to be law that 
where investment in stocks of a “colony or dependency ” is 
authorized, this will not of itself warrant an investment in the 
stocks of any of the provinces of Canada, or any of the states 
or territories of Australia, issued since these became subject to 
a central, as well asa local, legislature. The reservation made 
by the Master of the Rolls, in favour of “stock issued by any of 
the colonies [of Canada] before they were merged in the 
Dominion,” is important, and will have the effect of practically 
excluding most of the stocks of the states of the Australian 
Yommonwealth from the ambit of the decision, since it is 
believed that most of the existing Australian stocks were issued 
prior to federation in 1901. The particular will in Re Maryon- 
Wilson’s Estate was executed, and the testator died, before the 
Colonial Stock Act, 1900, came into operation. That Act (by 
section 2) enables trustees to invest in colonial stocks which 
comply with certain requirements, and no special direction by a 
testator is necessary as to these. But trastees will have to 
ascertain that any proposed colonial stocks have complied with 
the necessary requiroments, and for this purpose a list of 
colonial stocks is, by section 2 of the 1900 Act, directed to be 
published by the Treasury. This list is readily available through 
Stock Exchange channels. The view of the Court of Appeal 
that the wide term ‘dependency ” does not include a province of 
the dominion of Canada—nor, presumably, a state of the Common- 
wealth of Australia—is of less importance now that the Colonial 
Stock Act, 1900, enables a Canadian province or Australian 
state to qualify its stock as a trustee investment. But it does 
appear somewhat singular that a testator cannot, by employing 
the same word “colony” as is employed by the Colonial Stock 
Act, 1877, confer on his trustees the authority which is con- 
ferred on them by that Act. We doubt whether the robust 
common sense of the House of Lords would allow thia decision 
to stand. 


oe Compensation and the Eight Hours 
ct. 

THE CASE of Bevan v. Energlyn Colliery Co. (Times, October 
26th), which recently came before the Court of Appeal, 
revealed an unexpected difference between the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act of 1906 and its predecessor of 1897. Where 
a workman has met with an accident which results in 
partial incapacity, he is entitled to such compensation as will 
recoup him the loss he sustains through his diminished earning 
capacity ; and by schedule 1, paragraph 3 of the later Act, it 
is enacted that the weekly payment awarded him by way of 
compensation “shall in no case exceed the difference between the 
amount of the average weekly earnings of the workman before 
the accident and the average weekly amount which he is earning 
or is able to earn after the accident, but shall bear such 
relation to the amount of that difference as wnder the circumstances of 
the case may appear proper.” The provision is substantially the 
same in both statutes, but in the earlier Act there are no words 
which correspond to the concluding clause which we print in 
italics. Since, however, each Act gives the arbitrator a consider- 
able discretion as to the amount, short of the maximum, which 
he will award, it has hitherto been taken for granted that those 
words are mere surplus verbiage which do not affect the case; and 
the text-books quote cases decided under the Act of 1897 as 
authorities on the assessment of thiscompersation under paragraph 
3 of the Act of 1906. The decision to which we refer, however, 
has negatived this view, and has laid down a new rule of assess- 
ment in relevant cases. The actual facts of the case were curiously 


| present year, when he returned to work, but—owing to incapacity 
| —could now earn only £1 12s. 7d. perweek. The county court 
| judge had before him evidence to the effect that, as the result of the 
Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1908, which reduced to eight the 
hours of labour for miners, the wages of colliers had greatly 
fallen, so that even if the applicant bad not been disabled, he 
would have earned much less than bis old wage. He, however, 
rejected this evidence as inadmissible on the authority of James 
v. Ocean Coal Co. (1904, 2 K. B. 213), and based his award solely 
on the old earning capacity of the applicant some few years ago, 
but named in the alternative a much smaller amount in case his 
view was held to be mistaken by the superior court. The Court 
of Appeal reversed his decision, and reduced the award to the 
smaller amount, on the ground that the words “as under the 
circumstances of the case may appear proper” meant more than 
a mere indication that the arbitrator was to exercise his dis- 
cretion properly ; they imported the consideration of fluctuations 
in the original maximum due to changed economic factors, 
This decision is a far-reaching one, and seems to overrule by 
necessary implication more than one case under the Act of 
1897, which has hitherto been followed as a matter of course 
—¢.g., Pomphrey v. Southwark Press (1901, 1 K. B. 86); Radcliffe 
v. Pacific Steam Navigation Co. (1910, 26 T. L. R. 319), Merry v. 
Black (1909, 2 Butterworth W. Comp. Cases 372), and Jamieson 
v. Fife Coal Co. (1903, 40 Scots Law Kh. 704). 


Women on Juries. 

It 1s familiar law that in this country women are impanelled 
as a jury in two cases only, namely, first, upon a writ de ventre 
inspiciendo, a process for the security of the heir-at-law to 
guard against supposititious births; and, secondly, where a 
female prisoner is condemned to be executed and pleads 
pregnancy as a ground to postpone the completion of the 
sentence until after her confinement. The exclusion of women 
from other juries dates from a time when little or no progress had 
been made in the education or independence of women. Women’s 
suffrage having been introduced into the State of California, we 
are not surprised to read that a jury of women has been 
recently impanelled there, and will shortly commence its 
duties in a court of justice. We do not hear that any selection 
has been made of the cases to be tried by them. It would seem 
reasonable that they should be invited, in the first instance, to 
adjudicate upon cases affecting the rights or liabilities of 
women. 








Delivery of Possession of Goods. 


THE decision of the House of Lords in Z. Clemens Horst &: 
Co. v. Biddell Bros. (ante, p. 50) has both theoretical and practical 


importance. It affirms the well-known doctrine that delivery of 
shipping documents relating to goods is equivalent to delivery 
of the gouds themselves, and it determines the liability of a buyer 
of goods sold for net cash under a c.i.f. contract to pay the price 
against delivery of the shipping documents, notwithstanding 
that they have not arrived, and that he has had no opportunity 
of examining them. This result was arrived at by HAMILTON, 
J., without hesitation when the case was, in the first instanze, 
before him (1911, 1 K. B. 214); in the Court of Appeal, the 
majority (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS and FARwELI, L.JJ.) reversed 
his decision, but KENNEDY, L.J., delivered an elaborate dissenting 
judgment ; and the House of Lords have unanimously agreed 
with HaMILTON, J., and KENNEDY, L.J. 

The doctrine that delivery of the bill of lading is equivalent 
to delivery of the goods, just like the similar case of delivery 
of the key of a warehouse in which the goods are placed, 
may be put on either of two grounds. On one view the 
documents or the key are symbolical of the goods, and the 
delivery of the symbol operates as delivery of the goods them- 
selves. But this omits to note that possession is primarily a 
question of fact, and the delivery of a symbol is of no use in 








putting a vendee or other person in possession unless it also 
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assists in the acquisition of actual possession. And in fact 
this is what happens. Where the warehouse is locked, 
the delivery of the key gives to the vendee the means 
of getting at the goods, and in the ordinary course he 
alone can get at them. Hence it has been held that 
delivery of a key, if regarded as a mere symbol, will not 
be effectual; but delivery of the key as the means of getting 

ion of the goods is on that ground equivalent to actual 
delivery. “It is,” said Lord Harpwickg, C., in Ward v. Turner 
(2 Ves. S. p. 443), “the way of coming at the possession or to 
make use of the thing, and therefore the key is not a symbol, 
which would not do.” Similarly, in Gough v. Everard (2 H. & C. 1) 
the delivery of the key of a private wharf to the vendee of 
timber stored there was held to give him the possession. “The 
whole of the timber,” said PoLLock, C.B., during the argument, 
“lying at the private wharf was sold to the plaintiff, and the 
key gave him the actual possession of it”; a pbrase which 
subsequently, in his judgment, he emphasized by speaking of the 
vendee as having “ manual control.” Thus, while delivery of a 
key is frequently described as symbolical delivery of the goods, 
yet the essence of the transaction is that the key gives access to 
the goods. Whether the delivery is effective when there is 
another key which the vendor retains was mooted by Bowen, 
L.J., in Sanders v. Maclean (11 Q. B. D., p. 343) :—* Can a person 
who has contracted to pay on delivery of the keys of the ware- 
house refuse to accept the keys tendered to him on the ground 
that there is still a third key in the hands of the vendor, which, 
if fraudulently used, might defeat the vendee’s power of taking 
possession ? I think business could not be carried on upon any 
such principle.” It is sufficient, indeed, that the key has been 


delivered with the expressed intent of passing the possession to 


insisted on payment for the goods on delivery of the shipping 
documents. This the buyers refused, and on the sellers declining 
to ship the goods for 1909, the buyers commenced the action 
claiming damages for breach of contract. 

The general practice under ac.i.f. contract was described by 
BLACKBURN, J., in Ireland v. Livingston (L. R. 5 H. L. p. 406), 
though he assumed that payment againat the documents ‘was 
expressly provided for: that is, that the contract was ata price 
“to cover cost, freight, and insurance, payment by acceptance on 
receiving shipping documents.” The invoice is made out debiting 
the consignee with the agreed price, and giving him credit for 
any freight which he will have to pay the shipowner on actual 
delivery : “for the balance a draft is drawn on the consignee, 
which he is bound to accept (if the shipment be in conformity 
with his contract) on having handed to him the charter-party, bill 
of lading, and policy of insurance . . . . In substance, therefore, 
the consignee pays, though in a different manner, the same price 
as if the goods had been bought and shipped to him in the ordin- 
ary way.” It seems to be contemplated in this passage that the 
consignee will have a chance of examining the goods ot pay- 
ment, but this will not be the case where the shipping documents 
arrive before the goods, or are tendered to the buyer’s agent at 
the foreign port. In the present case, HAMILTON, J. (1911, 1 
K. B. p. 220) described more in detail the various steps in the 
transaction :—(1) the seller hasto ship the goods according to 
description, (2) he has to procure a contract of affreightment for 
delivery of the goods at the agreed port, (3) he has to insure the 
goods so that the insurance shall be available for the buyer, (4) 
he has to make out an invoice such as that described by BLACK- 
BURN, J., and (5) he has to tender these documents to the buyer. 
“ Such terms constitute an agreement that delivery of the goods, 





the vendee: see Pollock and Wright, Possession in the Common 
Law, p. 68. The vendee has thereupon the immediate right to | 
possession, which, as regards goods, is in law equivalent to | 
possession, and, apart from fraud or force, he has the actual | 
control of the goods. . 

With regard to delivery of goods on board ship by delivery 


of the bill of lading, the question is somewhat different, since, 
as was pointed out by Bowen, L.J., in Sanders v. Maclean (supra), 
the cargo at sea is in the hands neither of vendor nor vendee, 
but of a carrier. ‘A cargo at sea, while in the hands of the 
carrier, is necessarily incapable of physical delivery. During 
the period of transit and voyage, the bill of lading by the law 
merchant is universally recognized as its symbol, and the indorse- 
ment and delivery of the bill of lading operates as a symbolical 
delivery of the cargo It is a key which in the hands | 
of the rightful owner is intended to unlock the door of the 
warehouse, floating or fixed, in which the goods may chance to | 
be.” Thus, while the actual possession remains with the carrier | 
until the transit is at an end, yet the possession of the bill of 
lading gives the consignee the immediate right to possession, and | 
in effect converts the shipowner from being the agent to hold 
possession for the consignor into an agent to hold possession for 
the consignee. Whether the bill of lading is regarded as a 
symbol, or whether it is regarded as a document giving the title 
to possession—and therefore, when the goods arrive, operating 
like a key to give the consignee the power to “come at the 
possession of the goods—in either case the delivery of the bill 
of lading operates in law as delivery of the goods. 

This doctrine was conclusive of the result in £. Clemens 
Horst d& Co, v. Biddell Bros. (supra). Two contracts had been 
entered into in 1904 between VAUX & Sons, as buyers, and E. 
CLEMENS Horst & Co. (who were defendants in the action, and 
the appellants), as sellers, and had been assigned by Vaux & 
Co. in 1908 to Bropett Bros. for value, for the sale annually 
till 1912 of one hundred bales of choice brewing Pacific Coast 
hops, and fifty bales of British Columbian hops, a scarcer and 
superior variety. The hops were to be shipped to Sunderland, 
and the contracts were to pay ata given rate, c.i.f., to certain 
ports, terms net cash. The contracts were apparently carried out 
till 1909, when the buyers raised the question that before pay- 
ment of the price they must have either samples forwarded, or 
the opportunity of examining the goods on arrival. The sellers 
offered to forward with the goods certificates cf quality, but they 








provided they are in conformity with the contract, shall be delivery 
on board ship at the port of shipment. It follows that against 
tender of these documents, the bill of lading, invoice,and policy of 
insurance, which complete delivery in accordance with that agree- 
ment, the buyer must be ready and willing to pay the price.” In 
the present case this involved payment before the goods arrived 
in the country. It was objected that section 28 of the Sale of 
Goods Act, 1893, which provides that, unless otherwise agreed, 
delivery of the goods and payment of the price are concurrent 
conditions, and section 34, which secures to the buyer the 
opportunity of examining the goods before he accepts them, 
excluded any obligation to pay before the goods were actually 
in hand; but the learned judge held that by the words 
*“¢.i.f.” the parties had “ otherwise agreed ” within the meaning 
of section 28, so that delivery and payment were not concurrent 
conditions ; and further that delivery was effected when the goods 
were shipped, and the documepts tendered to the buyers; and, 
with regard to section 34, he held that payment against the docu- 
ments did not deprive the buyer of his right to reject the goods 
on examination. Consequently, the buyers were wrong in their 
contention, and judgment was given for the sellers, the defendants. 

In the Court of Appeal, as already stated, this decision was 
reversed, VAUGHAN WILLIAMS and FARWELL, L.JJ., basing 
their judgments on the ground that there was no express pro- 
vision in the contracts for payments against shipping documents, 
and that such a provision could not be implied ; and FARWELL, 
L.J., also held that the vendeo was not bound to accept symbolical 
delivery. ‘The result must therefore be,” he said, “that the 
ordinary rule of law is not displaced, namely, payment against 
examined goods. . . . The basis of my judgment is that the buyer 
has a common law right (now embodied in the Sale of Goods 
Act) to have inspected goods against payment, and this cannot 
be taken away from him without some contract, express or 
implied, and here I can find neither.” KrNNEDY, L.J., on the 
other hand, suggested that, apart from the judgments of his 
colleagues, the case was a reasonably simple one, and, in the 
main, he based his judgment on the circumstance that the bill 
of lading represented possession of the goods, and that so long 
as the goods were at sea, a tender of the bill of lading was a 
tender of the goods themselves, and entitled the vendor to pay- 
ment. A vendee is no more entitled to refuse a symbolical than 
an actual delivery, and the suggestion of FARWELL, L.J., to the 
contrary seems quite novel, And for the same reason, hig 
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judgment was approved, and the decision of the Court of Appeal 
reversed, by the House of Lords. The result strikingly illus- 
trates the influence which technical rules as to possession may 
have on the course of business. 








The Conveyancing Bill and Trustee- 
Mortgagees. 


[ COMMUNICATED. | 


THE ideal position for trustees who invest on mortgage is that, 
as against the mortgagor, they should be able to use their 
various remedies for recovering principal, interest, and costs as 
freely as if they were beneficial owners. In other words, the 
fact that they are trustees should not force them to one remedy 
when another would better effect their object. It is, of course, 
for this reason that trusts are, when possible, kept off a title, 
and thus, on a sale by the trustee-mortgagees, requisitions on 
their trust-deed and its stamp do not trouble them. There are, 
however, occasions when the trust is forced upon the title, and 
it may be said that in at least two instances such disclosure is 
unnecessary, and indicates a flaw in our statutes. These each 
occur after there has been a change of trustees subsequent to the 
mortgage, and arise on the transfer of the mortgage from the 
old to the new trustees. They are (1) The notice a purchaser 
receives from the fixed, instead of ad valorem, stamp that the 
transfer is that of trust property, and (2) The notice he receives 
by the recitals or otherwise from a transfer after foreclosure. 

Now as to (1) it may be said that the requisition would hardly 
be insisted on (if taken at all) by any purchaser who did not 
want to be rid of his bargain; but there is no doubt that it lies, and, 
if taken, may put vendors, whether the trustee-mortgagees them- 
selves or their successors in title, in an embarrassing position. 
Accordingly the problem is faced in the new Conveyancing Bill, 
and, by « thes 13, the knot is cut somewhat roughly, but 
apparently with effect, by directing that, in the circumstances, 
no purchaser shall “be deemed to have, or to have had, notice 
of any trust, or that the transfer was made for effectuating the 
appointment of a new trustee.” And, when the Bill has passed, 
this will apply to transfers made both before and after it comes 
into operation. 

Unfortunately, however, the difficulty on foreclosure, which is 
the subject of clause 9, is not well met. This section directs 
that such property shall be held by the trustee-mortgagees after 
foreclosure upon trust for sale, with power to postpone ; the net 
proceeds of sale being applied in like manner as the mortgage 
debt. As between trustee and cestuwis que trust, this section may 
perhaps be useful. But for trustees who wish to sell the fore- 
closed property and keep the trusts off the title, itis useless, for 
it is dominated by the opening words “where any property 
vested in trustees by way of security.” An illustration will 
make the point clear—A, B, and C, trustees, take a mortgage 
with the usual joint-account clause, and foreclose. Subsequently 
A retires and D is appointed in his place. Now, how can the 
practitioner, faced with the problem of drafting the transfer of 
the foreclosed property on the appointment of D, so as to keep 
the trust still off the title, solve it? Had there been no fore- 
closure there would have been the usual recital that B, C, and 
D had become entitled in equity to the mortgage debt ; but the 
debt has disappeared, and the property itself has to be transferred 
A recital that B, C, and D were entitled in equity to the property, 
would bring the requisition “In what manner?” and it would 
have to be answered—in the only way possible—by disclosing 
the trust, and putting the trust deed and every subsequent 
appointment of new trustees on the title. 

lhe writer has on occasion adopted the device of reciting that 
the new trustees would have become entitled in equity to the 
mortgage moneys; but, acting for a purchaser, he certainly 
would not pass such a recital, and, in fact, the problem in this 
form cannot be solved, and has been overlooked by the authors 
of the new Bill. In consequence, foreclosure still remains 
needlessly troublesome to trustecs. For, ex hypothesi, foreclosed 
property will not sell easily, and, to this extent clause 9 of the 











new Bill is useful, for the trustees are given an express power of 
postponement of sale. But there should also be a clause to keep 
the trusts off the title, and, if the model of section 13 is to be 
taken, this should boldly direct without reference to trusts 
that, after a foreclosure, a recital that certain persons would 
have been entitled in equity to the mortgage debt, if in existence, 
should be accepted by purchasers as conclusive of the right of 
the transferees, as against the transferors and all claiming under 
them, to the transfer. 

As the Conveyancing Bill has, with unexpected rapidity, 
been passed through Committee and read 2 third time in the 
House of Commons, and now only awaits the Royal Assent to 
become law, a clause such as that above suggested cannot now 
be added, but the point should be borne in mind in any future 
legislation of an appropriate nature. A. J. F. 








Reviews. 


Commercial Laws of the World. 


THe CommerciAL Laws or THE WorLD. CoMPRISING THE MER- 
CANTILE, BILts OF ExcCHANGE, BANKRUPTCY AND MARITIME Laws 
or ALL CiviLizEp Nations. ToGETHER WITH COMMENTARIES ON 
Crvit ProcepureE, CoNSTITUTION OF THE CouRTS, AND TRADE 
Customs. IN THE OrIGINAL LANGUAGES INTERLEAVED WITH AN 
ENGLISH TRANSLATION. CoNTRIBUTED BY NUMEROUS EMINENT 
SpeEcIALIsts oF ALL Nations. British Epirion. Consulting 
Editor : Toe Hon. Str Toomas Epwarp Scrutton, Judge of the 
King’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice. General 
Editor: Wittram Bowsteap, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

The volume commences another of the great undertakings 
with which the enterprise of modern firms of law publishers are 
making us familiar. Its object is to make the commercial laws of 
the world accessible to those whose practice extends beyond the limits 
of their own country ; primarily, that is, to the advisers of persons and 
firms engaged in foreign commerce. ‘‘ The want of such a work,” says 
Mr. Justice Scrutton, in the preface, “ must have been felt by every 
lawyer engaged in commercial practice. . . . Goods may have to be 
stopped in transitu in a foreign country on the bankruptcy of a foreign 
buyer, and the remedies of the seller there may have to be ascer- 
tained. The international currency of bills of exchange requires some 
knowledge of their incidents in the countries in which they are drawn, 
negotiated or presented for payment.” These are —— of the 
cases for which the work is intended to provide. Even when all the 
assistance possible has been given in making foreign law accessible, 
it will still be prudent for the English lawyer to obtain the opinion 
of a lawyer conversant with the particular law in question. But 
this does not militate against the expediency of such a work as the 
present, and in cases where the foreign law can be stated in 
precise and simple form it will enable the commercial lawyer to 
dispense with foreign assistance, or at any rate to act without undue 
risk where time prevents the obtaining of such assistance. 

The present volume commences the South American portion of the 
work, and includes the laws of the Argentine Republic and of 
Uruguay. The Spanish text is, of course, the work of lawyers 
acquainted with those systems of law. Both the text and the notes 
are faced on the opposite page by an English translation, and this 
has been done, as to the Temetine Republic, by Mr. W. A. Bewes, 
Barrister-at-law, ana for Uruguay, by Mr. Sydney Leader, Solicitor 
of the Supreme Court, London, and of Berlin. Thestatement of the 
law of each country opens with an introduction tracing shortly the 
rise of their commercial systems. The first Argentine Code of 
Commerce was in force from 1862 to 1890 ; it was then supplanted 
by a new code, which introduced extensive changes, especially as 
regards bankruptcy, but it appears that numerous projects for fresh 
legislation are on foot, and the experience of Argentina shews that 
the attempt to codify commercial law is not an or, success. 
An Argentine writer, quoted in the notes, expresses this opinion witen 
he says (p. 13): “The stability of the commercial law, maintained 
systematically, is an economic and juridical mistake ; it ought to 
dunes as often as is necessary to guarantee the free development of 
commercial life.” Inthe preface, from which we have already quoted, , 
Mr. Justice Scrutton refers to the similar opinion of many masters of 
commercial law—he cites the late Sir Joseph Walton as a striking 
example—“ who have always thought it hopeless to codify principles 
in a fixed form which would not, when fixed, be a hindrance rather 
than a help to the development of commercial law in keeping pace 
with the development of commerce.” Still codes, whether they 
retard the oe tn, development of the law or not, make for rn get 
and in this work the law of countries with codes will be more easily 
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presented than that of countries which have stood aloof from, or and T.egacy and Succession Accounts, Registry of Deeds in Middlesex 
only spasmodically attempted, this form of legislation. The Code | and Yorks, Bills of Sale, Limited Liability Companies, Articled Clerks, 
of Commerce for Uruguay dates from 1866, but there have been | Land Transfer Act, Patents, Trade Marks, Passports, Enrolment of 
subsequent revisions, especially as regards bankruptcy and limited | Deeds, &c, Regulations as to the Appointment of Commissioners 
companies, and a General Revisory Commission, which was appointed | for Oaths, Forms of Oaths and Jurat, Conveyancing Costs, General 
in 1900, has not yet reached any practical result. The work has | Order as to Solicitors’ Fees under Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, and 
been planned on agreat scale, and promises to be efficiently | Tables of Fees, Costs of Probate, An Index to the Public General 
executed. It will comprise some thirty-five volumes, of which | Statutes, Short Particulars of the Public General Acts of the Last 
volumes 13 and 14 will contain the commercial law of Great Britain | Session, Banking Insurance and Parliamentary Directories. A List 
and Ireland, and volumes 15 to 18 that of the British Colonies and | of Law Reports, with their Abbreviations and Dates, Complete Lists 
Dependencies. of London and Provincial Barristers and London and Country 
—---- Solicitors, with Appointments, Agents’ Addresses, &c. Full Lists of 
London Building Law. Practitioners in Scotland and Ireland. Special Complete Lists of 
: ie ; 7 : ‘ _.. 4, | Recorders, County Court Registrars, King’s Counsel, Revising 
Bt ney At ONDON: A TREATISE ON THE Law AND PRAC-| Barristers, Clerks of the Peace, Town Clerks, District Registrars, 
THOS 4 Me SING TES ERECTION AND MAINTENANCE or BUILDINGS | Probate Registrars, Official Receivers in Bankruptcy, Justices’ Clerks 
hod Ci ETROPOLIS. By Horace Cusitt, A.R-1.B.A., P.A.S.L, Cer- | (Boroughs and Divisions), Clerks to Urban District Councils, Clerks 
oe ie to act as District Surveyor in London, formerly | to Rural District Councils. Commissioners for Oaths for the Colonies 
of the usta ) ished Staff (Building Act Section) of the London | and Foreign Parts, and Practitioners Abroad. Waterlow Bros. & 
County Council. Wirn SrectaL CHAPTERS DEALING RESPEC- | Tayton (Limited) 
TIVELY WITH THE Cost or BurLpInc WorK IN AND AROUND | ~ > vi : , , ‘ ‘ 
Lonpox, by H. J. Leaninc, F.S.1.; anp tHe Vatuation, | G®™ming-—The Law relating to Gaming, Betting, and Lotteries, 
DEVELOPMENT, AND Ratna oF LonpoN Property, by SYDNEY | and a few Practice Notes on the same, including the Law relating 
A. Surrn, F.S.I. Sprcratty Cross-REFERENCED. Constable & | to the Recovery of Bets and Wagers, with a Form of Agreement, 
Co. (Limited). | constituting “ Fresh Consideration” converting a_ Gambling into a 
This is a comprehensive work dealing with the practical side of | sn — rg anne mp a oe —_— 
the legislation affecting building in London. The ody of the book |__ Bar Final Examination.—Bar Final Examination, 1912. 
contains an exposition of the subject divided into eight parts. | Special Subjects: (1) Carriers, by D. M. Kerry ; (2) Master and 
These include an opening chapter on the Extent and Administration | Servant, by G. H. B. KENRICK, Barristers-at-Law. Reprinted from 
of the County of London, and the Acts, bye-laws, and regulations | the Second Edition of the Encyclopedia of the Laws of England. 
applicable thereto ; and the various parts of the work deal with | Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
Streets and Sanitation, Frontage, Height and Air Space, Construc- 
tion, Provisions affecting both New and Existing Buildings—this | 

















oe Dangerous Structures, the Law as regards Means of Escape C d 

and Provision of Means of Escape—and Miscellaneous Provisions. | orresponaence. 
The special chapters on the Cost of Building Work and on the Valua- | P 

tion and Rating of Property in London, add materially to the utility | Mortgagees’ Costs. 


of the book. ‘The text is followed by some fifty statutes, commenc- = —_ Rapes, § . 
ing with Michael Angelo Taylor’s Ket, and including, of course, the | [Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jvurnal and Weekly Reporter.) 
London Building Act, 1894, which, since it is not a public Act,is| Sir,—As the writer of the letter in your issue of the 28th of 
not to be found among the ordinary statutes; and there is a collec- | October, I thank you for inserting that and subsequent letters, and 
tion of bye-laws applying either throughout the County of London | also for your Editorial Articles thereon. 

geuerally, or within or outside the City of London only. A good | Many of us who are members of the Law Society feel that it 
example of the author’s practical method of explaining the decided | could do more than it does in the interest of the profession, and 
cases will be found in chapter 8 on the requirements of the Act of | through you I suggest that the society should, by appeal from a 
1894 with regard to Dwellings for the Working Classes. The three | taxing master or otherwise, obtain a decision. 

decisions— London County Council v. Davies, and London County Nov. 14. “ REDEMPTION.” 
Council v. Rowton ITou:es (Limited), (77 L. T. 69), and Crow v. = 


Dames (89 L. T. 407, 91 L. T. 88)—are minutely stated ; and the ha 
author properly points out the importance of ascertaining clearly The Recent Conference as to Land Transfer. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


the meaning of the phrase “ dwelling houses to be inhabited or 
adapted to be inhabited by persons of the working class.” The | exis : A 
book is a very complete and practical guide to all matters affecting Sir,—In your leading article in to-day’s issue on “The Attitude 
building in London. of Solicitors on the Question of Land Transfer,” you state you gather 
that the main objection pe —_ gery — of = — 
ence between the Country Law Societies and the Council of the Law 
Books of the Week. | Society, was, that for the Council to offer to bring ina Bill for 
Laws of England.—The Laws of England Being a Com- | a*similating the law of realty to that of personalty in accordance 
plete Statement of the Whole Law of England. By The Right | with the views of Mr. T. Cyprian W illiams, as summarized in para- 
Hon. the Eart or Hatssury, Lord High Chancellor of Great | graph 101 of the report of the Land Commission, would be a mistake 
sritain, 1885-86, 1886-92 and 1895-1905, and other Lawyers. Vol. | im tactics, because it would pave the way for compulsory registration 
XIX.: Lien, Limitation of Actions, Literary and Scientific Institu- | of title throughout the kingdom. aces ‘nion that tl 
tions, Loan Societies, Local Government, Lunatics and Persons of [t is true the Commissioners recorded their opinion that t - ‘4 
Unsound Mind, Magistrates, Malicious Prosecution, and Procedure. plete establishment of a system of land transfer satisfactory to the 
Butterworth & Co. public, and fulfilling the expectations of the a = _the —_ 
The Laws of England. Being a Complete Statement of the Whole npr ped Acts, woult - — — by os poe ae lines 
Law of England. Supplement No. 2. Dealing with Vols. [ to law of real property to . = OWilliame ett yi Ik 8 ‘ll find that 
XVIL B stth & C ies 8 a advocated by Mr. 'T. Cyprian Williams ; but [ think you will find tha 
aoe  Denerwers & Ue the reason the conference passed the resolution was not because such 
_Misrepresentation.—The Law of Actionable Misrepresenta- | a Bill might pave the way for compulsory registration of title, but 
tion. Stated in the Form of a Code, followed by a Commentary | because the conference believed that if the law of real property were 
and Appendices. By Grorce Spencer Bower, K.C. Butterworth | simplified in the way proposed, there would be no reason for com- 
& Co. pulsory, or any other kind of registration, with its consequent 
expense and necessary increase of officialism. 2 
I would point out that in Mr. Williams’ summary there is no 





Probate and Administration.—The Law and Practice of 

Probate and Administration in Common Form and Contentious ssantion athe of Gay teaiaben 
usiness, d n Drxon, B.A. M. (Cant ister-at- | men f ster. _ ; 
Dee Sean, BS. Lo. Catan, Sheltoat The members of the profession generally, I think, have always 


L . coos : =~ ° ° | -s . ri A 
0 acomige Eiition. Jordan & Sons areca ; | been, and still are, of opinion that compulsory registration of title is 
Criminal Appeals.—The Cour: of Criminal Appeal. By | against the interests of laadowners and persons dealing in or acquiring 

R. E. Ross, LL.B. (London), Barrister-at-Law, Principal Clerk in land, and it is for that reason only that they have opposed it. Even 


the Criminal Appeal Office. Butterworth & Co. the Commissioners admit (see paragraph 95 of their report) that 

Diary.—The Legal Diary and Almanac, 1912, containing a Diary | there are objections to compulsory registration which could only be 
for Every Day in the Year, Table of Inheritance, Particulars as to | overborne by a really strong feeling in favour of it, and they go on 
Advertisements under the Law of Property Amendment and Trustees to say they have been unable to find proof of the existence of any 
Relief Acts, Stamp Duties, Papers on the Preparation of Estate Duty | such feeling in the country. They further state (see paragraph 56) ; 
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“Tt is not too much to say that up to the present time the effect of 
compulsory registration with possessory title in London has been to 
place a purchaser there at a disadvantage as compared with a pur- 
chaser elsewhere.” Having regard to the fact that the Land Registry 
officials did all in their power to prove to the Commissioners the 
excellence of their present system, and the inherent defects of all 
other systems, the remarks of the Commissioners above referred to 
ought to carry great weight. 

The second and third resolutions passed at the Conference amount, 
it appears to me, to little more than a polite reminder to the 
Lord Chancellor that before taking any steps to extend the present 
area of compulsory registration, he should first give effect to the 
recommendations of his own Commissioners. 
unreasonable. 

Liverpool, Nov. 11. 


Ropert Norris. 


{Our correspondent appears to have misunderstood our reference, | 
in the article referred to, to the objection to the first resolution. We | 


did not in any way adopt that objection ; but merely stated it as 
explaining the attitude of the dissentients. As to the second and 
third resolutions we, of course, agree that they are reasonable.—Ep. 
S.J.) 


The Law Society and “Land Transfer.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—Atthe meeting of the Law Society, held at Nottingham on 
the 26th of September, the paper 1 read on “The Land Transfer 
‘Scandal’” and the resolutions I subsequently moved in favour of 
bringing to an end the experimental trial in the county of London 
of the system of compulsory registration of title, were referred to the 
Council of the society on the understanding that they would consider 
them with the provincial law societies at a conference that was to 
be called after the long vacation. 

I learn from the law papers that the conference was held on the 
2nd inst., and that two resolutions were passed—one in favour of 
assimilating the law of realty and personalty, and the other urging 
that the extension of the compulsory system should be deferred 
“ until the law has been amended as above suggested, and the amend- 





mends recommended by the oper of the Royal Commission have | 


also been passed into law, and the system as amended has been 
found to work satisfactorily.” 

I am fully in sympathy with the first resolution—indeed, it formed 
the first proposal in the paper I read in 1909 on “Some Urgent 
Reforms in the Laws of Inheritance.” 

The second resolution is, however, to my wind, unfortunate in the 
extreme. If acted upon, the system will be more firmly than ever 
fastened on to London, and continue for an indefinite time to embarrass 
all property dealings there. 

Since the system was first introduced in this country as a voluntary 
one in 1862, it has proved to be complicated, unsafe, and expensive, 


notwithstanding the innumerable alterations that have been made | 


in it from time to time. What hope or chance is there that the 


suggested alterations, or, in fact, any alterations, can ever make it a | 


workable one ? 


l venture to believe that there is not a single member on the | 


Council who in his heart considers the system a practical or—from 
the public point of view—a desirable one. The resolution has been 
apparently passed upon two underlying assumptions—(1) that it is 
useless now to make any attempt to shake off the system in London, 
and (2), -that by urging that the system should not be extended 
until it has been found to work satisfactorily, its extension will be 
postponed for all time, as it is recognized that it can never be made 
to work satisfactorily. 

If my conclusions are right, it shews that the Council are once 
again prepared to give the “go by” to their convictions, and to deal 
with the emergency as one purely of tactics, unmindful of the fact 
that our present difficulties are largely due to their tactics in the 
past. 
[ have repeatedly pointed out that the continued existence of the 
Land Registry is a source of danger to the community. The passing 
of abstract resolutions, however logically worded, is clearly not cal- 
culated to induce the authorities to give up deliberate schemes for 
extending officialdom, on which they have set their hearts. The 
authorities clearly cannot rest satisfied for all time with a convey- 
ancing system in operation in London different to that in every other 
part of the country. 

If we are convinced that the system is a baneful one, and one which 


cannot be remedied, the common-sense way of dealing with the | 
position is to direct all our efforts to bringing the system to an end. | 


The straight way is clearly the right way. The case for abolishing 
the registry is an unanswerable one, and one that would be bound 


to succeed if only the public were made acquainted with the facts, | 
and provided we do not allow ourselves to be frightened with what | for any money and had not paid any. 


will follow if we do anything that may displease the author- 
ities, 


Surely this is not | 


| The Couneil have, apparently, forgotten the fact that there has 
| not yet been any inquiry into the merits of the system. The ques- 
| tion of merits was on the recent inquiry carefully removed, by the 
terms of the reference, from consideration, as the Commission were 
| only asked to find “ whether any amendments were desirable.” The 
Commission did, in fact, report that the system was “imperfect,” 
and that the effect has been to place a purchaser in London “at a 
disadvantage as compared with a purchaser elsewhere.” 

The Privy Council, who have the power to rescind at any moment 
the Order applying compulsion to London, should clearly have the 
realities of the position loonehe home to them in a way they could 
not ignore. To continue to force on London property owners an 
‘ imperfect ” system, which, in fees alone, imposes a burden on them 
of some £50,000 a year, is, in the words the present registrar used 
in 1886, a “ wild injustice” and incapable of justification. 

We cannot but be painfully alive to the fact that our Council have 
but small influence with the authorities. The sole responsibility for 
this unfortunate state of things must rest with our Council, and 
must continue to rest with them so long as they lack the courage of 
their convictions. J.S. RUBINSTEIN. 

5 and 6, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C., Nov. 14. 








Points to be Noted. 


Common Law. 


Estate Duty—Gift inter vivos—Entire Exclusion of 
Donor.—By section 2 (1) (c) of the Finance Act, 1894, and by the 
statutes there referred to, estate duty is payable on property given 
inter vivos unless the donee assumed possession of it immediately 
after the gift, and thenceforward retained possession “to the entire 
exclusion of the donor or of any benefit to him by contract or other- 
| wise.” The words “or otherwise” must be construed ejusdem 
| generis, and must refer to an enforceable arrangement ; and therefore 
| a continued enjoyment of the property by the donor on an unenforce- 
lable understanding does not render it liable to estate duty. 
| ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. SeEccOMBE (Hamilton, J., April 6) (1911, 
| 2K. B. 688). 
| Domestic Servant—-Wages—Notice to Leave—Custom. 

Ths custom that, in the absence of special agreement as to 
notice, a domestic servant (or her master) may determine the service 
| at the end of the first month of service by giving notice within the 
| first fortnight, is one of which judicial notice may be taken. The 
| result is that a servant, leaving on such notice, has not broken her 





contract, and not only is entitled to her month’s wages (to which in 
any case she had a vested right), but is not liable to an action for 
Davies (K. B. Div. Ct, April 26) (55 


damages.—GEORGE v. 
| SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL, 481 ; 1911, 2 K. B. 445). 

Old Age Pensions—Mistaken Payment—Appeal.— Under 
section 7 of the Old Age Pensions Act, 1908, the decision of a local 
| pension committee, as to whether the conditions of qualification are 
| fulfilled, or continue to be fulfilled, is final and conclusive if no 
| appeal is taken to the Local Government Board within a certain 
| time. If, however, the lecal pension officer subsequently discovers 
| facts which prove that the pensioner is under seventy, he may refer 
| the matter to the committee, and appeal to the Board after the time 

fixed. That is to say, the question of age may be repeatedly raised 
| by the Crown (as it may by the claimant), because in other sections 
of the Act the possibility of error on this head is clearly contem- 
plated.—Murpny v. Tue Kine (H.L. (Ir.), May 12) (55 Sortcrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 518 ; 1911, A.C. 401). 
| Workmen’s Compensation—Medical Referee—Death.— 
| By paragraph 15 of Schedule II. of the Workmen’s Compensation 
| Act, 1906, a county court judge (among others) may, subject to 
| regulations made by the Secretary of State and the Treasury, refer 
any material question to a medical referee. This general permission 
extends to a reference to ascertain the cause of death, though all the 
| regulations, rules, and forms made under this paragraph contem- 
| plate only the examination of a living workman.—CAROLAN ». 
| Harrtneton & Son (C. A., May 25) (1911, 2 K. B. 733). 








At the Southwark County Court, on Tuesday, says the 7'imes, Judge 
Granger disposed of a claim for personal injuries against a firm of 
contractors by a labourer formerly in their employ. In cross-examina- 
tion the applicant said he was induced to bring the action by a man 
who said he represented a solicitor. He was standing at his door, 
and the man came up to him and said, “What is the matter with 
On learning that the applicant had not had half pay, he 

The applicant was not asked 
Judge Granger said there were 
bona fide cases of workmen’s claims, but this certainly was not one. 
He gave judgment for the respondents, with costs. 


you?” 
said, “Come with me to my governor.” 
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An Epitome of Recent Decisions on! 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act. | 


Berore THE Court oF AppraL (Cozens Harpy, M.R., ann FLETCHER 
Movtron AND Farwe Lt, L.JJ.). 
By A. L. B. Tuesicer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
(1) DECISIONS ON THE WORDS “ ACCIDENT ARISING OUT OF, 
AND IN THE COURSE OF, THE EMPLOYMENT.” 
Curtis v. Telbot (C. A., 16th October, 1911). 
Facts.—Applicant, house surgeon at an infirmary, volunteered to 
have experiment with X-Ray apparatus tried on his arm. He and the 
honorary surgeon were ignorant of proper length of exposure, and his 
arm was burnt. 
Dectsion.—If he was within the Act, injury was not an ‘‘ accident 
out of, and in the course of, the employment.—(From note 
Case reported Z, 7’, newspaper, 21st October, 1911, 


“é 


arising ’”’ 
taken in court. 
p. 552). 
Parker v. Pont (C.A., 16th October, 1911). 

Facrs.—Farm labourer, working two miles from employer’s house, 
on finishing his day’s labour was on his way to such house to receive 
his wages, and inquire as to his next day’s work, when, seeing an 
empty cart, belonging to the employer, passing, he tried to get in; 
the horse started and he was thrown out, breaking his shoulder. 

Dectsion.—It was no part of the labourer’s contract of service 
that he should return from his work in a cart; hence the accident 
did not arise out of, and in the course of, the employment.—(/ rom 
note taken in court. Case reported Z, 7’. newspaper, 21st October, 
1911, p. 552). 

Davies vy. Gillespie (C.A., 17th October, 1911). 

Facts.—First Officer of ship, while superintending loading of cargo 
at a port in the West Indies, was exposed to the sun from 6 a.m. 
to 11 a.m., with an interval of half-hour for breakfast, and had to 
work on the black steel deck of the vessel, unprotected by any awning, 
and was obliged at times to lean over a hatchway. He had an attack 
of sunstroke. Medical assessor stated that prolonged exposure to 
the sun’s rays increased the risk of sunstroke. 

Dects1on.—First Officer had been, by reason of the nature of his 
occupation, exposed to an abnormal risk in the course of his employ 
ment, and therefore was entitled to compensation.—Case reported 
L. T. newspaper, 21st October, 1911, p. 553; Vimes, 18th October, 
1911; Sonicrrors’ JouRNAL, 28th October, 1911, p. 11. 

Jenkins vy. Standard Celliery Co. (Lid.) (C.A., 18th October, 1911). 

Facrs.—Collier working on night-shift, on return home shewed 
his wife red patch on his arm and inflamed scratch on his thumb. 
There had been a fall of stone on him, but owing to absence of 
discolouration, doctor thought none could have fallen on the arm. 
Twelve days afterwards collier died of blood-poisoning arising from 
scratch on the thumb. According to medical evidence, in such cases 
inflammation does not as a rule occur until three or four days afte 
the injury, and the collier’s doctor admitted that twelve hours was 
the shortest period he had ever heard of. County court judge de 
cided that, as in this case the inflammation was seen within four 
hours of the time of the alleged accident, he was not satisfied that 
the injury was received on the occasion stated, but he thought he 
was entitled to infer, on the authority of Mitchell v. Glamorgce 
Coal Co. (23 T. L. R., 588), that the injury was received in the 
colliery. 

Deciston.—There was no evidence that the scratch was received 
in the colliery ; in Mitchell vy. Glamorgan Coal Co. the injury was of 
a serious character, while in this case it was a mere scratch which 
might have happened elsewhere. Appeal allowed.—(From note taken 
in court. Case reported Z. 7’. newspaper, 4th November, 1911, p. 6; 
Times, 19th October, 1911). 

Edmunds vy. Owners of ship Peterston(C.A., 24th October, 1911). 

Facrs.—Appliicant’s son, second engineer in the Peterston, occupied 
coldest cabin in ship.- Abnormally cold weather was experienced in 
the Black Sea, and Edmunds made temporary stove in his cabin; its 
existence was known to chief engineer, who warned him not to use it 
at night. He did so, and was found asphyxiated. Chief officer ad- 
mitted that stoves were necessary in officers’ cabins on that night. 

Dects1on.—There was evidence to support finding that death resulted 
from an accident arising out of, and in the course of, the employment.— 
(From note taken in court. Case reported T'imes, 25th October, 1911; 
L. T, newspaper, 4th November, 1911, p. 6). 

Amys v. Barton (C.A., 25th October, 1911) 

Facrs.—Applicant’s husband on 18th October, 1910, was driving 
engine for threshing wheat. Wasps were seen near him at the time; 
none elsewhere on that day or afterwards. He subsequently fell ill, 
and blood-poisoning supervened, from which he died on the lst Novem- 
ber, 1910. His doctor stated in evidence that a wasp-sting was, in 
his opinion, the only thing which accounted for blood-poisoning. County 
court judge admitied in evidence, on the authority of Wright v. Kerri- 
gan (1911, 2 Ir. L. R. 301, 45 Ir. L. T. 82), a statement made by de- 
ceased to the doctor ten days after accident, that he must have disturbed 
a wasp’s nest, as he was stung and took a dead wasp from his stocking. 





The judge found in favour of applicant, since the deceased’s duties left 





him less time and opportunity to ward off attacks of wasps, and it was 
a fair _ that wasps were females disturbed from winter quarters 
in stack 

Decision.—There was no evidence wasps were so disturbed or that 
deceased was exposed to any peculiar risk. Statements as to bodily 
and mental feelings admissible, but not as to cause of accident. Mar- 
ginal note to Wright v. Kerrigan in Irish Law Reports not borne out 
by judgments, which were not inconsistent with Gilbey v. Great Western 
Railway Company (102 L. T. 202).—(From note taken in court. Case 
vreported Z'imes, 26th October; Z. 7’. newspaper, 28th October, 1911, 
p. 577; LZ. J. newspaper, 4th November, 1911, p. 682; W. N., 4th 
November, 1911, p. 205). 

(2) DECISIONS ON THE WORDS “INCAPACITY RESULTING 

FROM AN ACCIDENT.” 

Noden vy. Galloways (Limited) (C.A., 13th October, 1911). 
Applicant in 1902 met with accident as rivetter, resulting in 
amputation of forefinger. Taken back into respondent’s employ in 1903 
as caulker, which involved using lighter hammer. In 1910 respondent’s 
foreman made him use pneumatic hammer, which vibrates very rapidly. 
After using it for a few days applicant’s hand became inflamed, and 
he claimed compensation in respect of accident of 1902. County court 
judge held that if accident of 1902 was a contributing cause, incapacity 
resulted from that accident. 

Dects1on.—It was irrelevant to consider whether accident of 1902 
was a contributing cause. If a workman meets with a second accident 
the employer at the time of that accident is alone liable to pay com- 
pensation. There was no evidence to support finding that accident of 
1902 was a contributing cause.—(/rom note taken in court. Case re- 
ported Z'imes, 14th October, 1911; Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 21st October, 
1911, p. 838; ZL. 7’. newspaper, 21st October, 1911, p. 553; L. J. news 
paper, 21st October, 1911, p. 639; W. N., 21st October, p. 192.) 

Braithwaite & Kirk v. Cox (C.A., 25th October, 1911). 

Factrs.—A rivetter lost the sight of his left eye by accident, and an 
agreement to pay compensation was filed by consent. Later, on his 
obtaining work as a painter, earning 5s. 6d. less weekly than before 
accident, employers filed request for diminution or termination. Medical 
evidence was given that sight of remaining eye was perfect, but Cox 
stated he was afraid of the risk to it 1f he worked as a rivetter. County 
court judge terminated the award, making no declaration of liability. 

Decitston.—The judge was, on the evidence, justified in terminating 
award, but where accident involves patent and serious physical dis- 
ability, even if the workman is at the time earning full wages, he ought 
to be able to claim afterwards if necessary; hence a declaration of 
liability, or award of a penny a week, should have been made.—(F'rom 
note taken in court.) 


Facts. 


(3) DECISIONS ON THE ASSESSMENT OF AMOUNT OF 
COMPENSATION. 
Victor Mill (Lim.) v. Shackleton (C.A., 17th October, 1911). 

Facrs.—Employers applied to redeem the weekly payments of 
l6s. ld. made to a workman under an award, and county court 
judge fixed the sum of £120 13s. 5d., arriving at it by estimating 
the amount he would have considered proper to award as damages 
at the time of the accident, and subtracting therefrom the weekly 
payments actually made. 

Decision.—This was an entirely wrong method of assessing the 
amount. (Case reported L. J., newspaper, 28th October, 1911, p. 666; 
W. N., 28th October, 1911, p. 197; Z. 7’. newspaper, 4th November, 
1911, p. 7). 

Newhouse and Co. v. Johnson (C. A., 23rd October, 1911). 

Facts.—In an application to review the compensation payable to 
a workman who was partially disabled, an award was made on a 
sliding scale, varying with the amount of wages actually earned in 
each week by the workman. 

Deciston.—There was no jurisdiction to make such an award, the 
duty of the county court judge being to fix the compensation. 
(From note taken in court.) 

Bevan v. Energlyn Colliery Co. (C. A., 26th October, 1911). 

Facts.—A miner whose average earnings were £2 19s. 1d. weekly, 
was injured in an accident in 1907, and ultimately application was 
made to fix compensation payable on basis of partial disablement. 
The miner was then earning £1 16s. weekly, but evidence was given 
of a general fall of wages in consequence of the Coal Mines Regu- 
lation Act, 1908, and other causes, owing to which the miner would 
only be earning 4s. more weekly if he had never met with accident. 
County court judge held he was bound by James v. Ocean Coal Co. 
(1904, 2 K.B., 2135) to have regard only to wages earned by applicant 
before and after accident, and awarded Ils. 6d. weekly. If wrong 
he assessed compensation at 2s. weekly. 

Decis1on.—Proper compensation was 2s., since Schedule I. (3) of 
the Act, while fixing maximum compensation at difference between 
wages earned before and after accident, prescribes that it ‘‘ shall 
bear such relation to the amount of that difference as under the 
circumstances of the case may appear proper.’’ These words were 
not in Act of 1907, under which James v. Ocean Coal Co. was de- 
cided. (From note taken in court. Case reported Times, 27th October, 
1911; Z. 7. newspaper, 4th November, 1911, p. 6; Z. J. newspaper, 
4th November, 1911, p. 683; W. N., 4th November, 1911, p. 206.) 
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Calica Printers’ Association (Lim.) v. Higham (C.A., 18th October 
and 7th November, 1911). 


Facrs.—Application made by employers to redeem weekly payments | 


of 9s. 3d. made to an injured workman under an award. Under 
Schedule I., clause 17, of the Act, if the incapacity is permanent, the 
amount to redeem must be a sum which would purchase an annuity 
equal to 75 per cent. of the annual value of the weekly payment, but 
in other cases it is within the discretion of the arbitrator. It was ad- 
mitted that the injury was permanent, and that the workman was 
only partially disabled, but no evidence was given by either side to 
shew whether the incapacity was permanent. County court judge held 
that he was bound by National T'elephone Co. v. Smith (46 8. L. R 
988, 2 B. W. C. C. 417) to find that there was permanent partial in- 
capacity in this case, which left him no discretion as to the amount. 

Decision.—There was no evidence to justify the award. The county 
court judge had only paid regard to the permanence of the injury, 
whereas the point to be decided was whether the incapacity for work, 
and therefore the amount of the weekly compensation, would never 
vary. National Telephone Co. v. Smith dissented from.—(Yrom note 
taken in court. Case reported 7'imes, 8th November, 1911; Z.7. news 
paper, llth November, 1911, p. 704.) 


(4) DECISIONS AS TO NOTICE OF ACCIDENT AND CLAIM 
FOR COMPENSATION. 

Moore v. Naval Colliery Co. (Lim.) (C.A., 18th October, 1911). 

Facts.—A collier suffered from nystagmus, an industrial disease 
included under the Act. His doctor advised him to work for a time 
above ground; shortly afterwards, on the 3rd of September, 1910, 
his employers’ pit was closed down owing to a strike of miners, and 
thinking that the cessation from work would cure him, he did not 
serve any ‘‘notice of accident’’ on the respondents. On the 7th of 
March, 1911, not having -recovered, he saw the certifying surgeon. 
Under section 8 (4) the date of disablement shall be such date as the 
certifying surgeon certifies as the date on which the disablement 
commenced, or, if he is unable to certify such a date, the date on 
which the certificate is given. Surgeon certified that disablement 
had commenced on the 3rd of September, 1910, and on the 9th of 
March, 1911, the collier served a notice and made a claim on his 
employers. County court judge made an award in favour of the 
employers on the ground that no claim was made within six months 
from the commencement of the disablement. 

Decision.—There was a reasonable cause for not making a claim 
sooner. Per Cozens-Hardy, M.R., as under section 8 (1), iil. (c.) the 
certificate may be dated back as far as twelve months, it was impos- 
sible to hold that the claim was bad if not made within six months. 
(From note taken in court.) 

Stevens v. Insoles (Lim.) (C.A., 25th October, 1911). 

Facts.—Applicant, a colliery boy, received injuries from fall of 
stone in respondent’s mine on the 16th of February, 1911. In a 
cordance with notices posted at the mine, the applicant’s father re 
ported the accident at once to the overman, and saw him enter the par 
ticulars in a book he kept for the purpose. Notice of accident was not 
given till the Ist of March, a day after applicant resumed work. 
Evidence was given that it was not employers’ practice to have injured 
workman medically examined until such notice was received. County 
court judge made an award in favour of the employers, holding that 
they had been prejudiced, : 

Dects1on.—The overman made the entry in his book as agent of 
the applicant and his father, and it was therefore a sufficient notice 
under the Act. With such particulars in their own books it was im 
possible to hold employers had been prejudiced.—(From mote taken 
m court, Case reported ZL. 7’. newspaper, 11th November, 1911, p. 32; 
W. N., 4th November, 1911, p. 205; Z. J. newspaper, 4th November, 
1911, p. 682.) 

(5) MISCELLANEOUS DECISIONS. 
Phillips v. Vickers, Son, & Maxim (C.A. 13th October, 1911). 

Facts.—Respondents told applicant, who had been injured in an 
accident, that they would pay him 16s. 3d. weekly so long as he 
obtained a fortnightly certificate of incapacity from their doctor, 
and they did so. The applicant obtained registration of an agreement 
to pay him 16s. 3d. week y during incapacity caused by the accident. 

Dectston.—There was no evidence of such an agreement, which put 
on the employers the burden of shewing incapacity had ceased.— 
(From note taken in court. Case reported i. 7. newspaper, 2lst Octo- 
ber, 1911, p. 553; Z. J. newspaper, 21st October, 1911, p. 639; W. N. 
ist October, 1911, p. 192.) 


Homer v. Gough (C.A., 18th October, 1911). 

Facts.—Workman injured on the 29th April, 1909, was receiving 
compensation from a limited company which on the 27th of November, 
1909, had bought the business from the employer, undertaking to 
indemnify him against all claims. Payments ceased on the 7th June, 
1910, and the workman instituted proceedings. On the 26th of July, 
1910, a receiver was appointed on behalf of debenture holders; on 
llth August, 1910, an award was made in favour of the workman ; 
on 27th August the company went into liquidation. Application was 
pre Rpm “4 se a —— sum instead of weekly payments, and 
county court judge made an award that the liquidator should pay 
the workman £100. On appeal, the liquidator valesd the point whole 


the workman was entitled to preferential paym i 
‘ al payments under sec 
(3) of the Act. -" a 





Decision.—This was not an appeal under the Act, hence the Court 
of Appeal had no jurisdiction. The point had not been taken in the 
court below, but it seemed doubtful whether county court judge had 
power to do more than assess the sum payable without ordering pay- 
ment.—(From note taken in court. Case reported ZL. 7’. newspaper, 
4th November, 1911, p. 6.) 

Fry v. Mayor of Cheltenham (C.A., 24th October, 1911). 

Facrs.—Applicant injured in February, 1910, continued to work 
until November, 1910, when the injury necessitated an operation, 
and he made a claim. Defence raised that the claim was not made 
within six months of the ‘‘act, neglect, or default complained of,” as 
required by section 1 of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893. 

Dectsion.—The section does not apply to an application under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906.—(/rom note taken in court. Case 
reported Times, 25th October, 1911; Z. 7’. newspaper, 28th October, 
1911, p. 577; L. J. newspaper, 28th October, 1911, p. 666; SoLicrrors 
JourNaL, 4th November, 1911, p. 33). 

Panagotis v. Owners of s.s. Pontiac. (C.A., 24th October and 7th 

November, 1911). 

Facrs._The county court judge made an order for the detention of 
the respondents’ ship under section 11 (i) of the Act. : 

Decision.—(Farwell, L.J. dissenting). Order for detention is only in 
aid of, and not part of, arbitration proceedings, and was therefore 
made by county court judge in his judicial capacity, and not as 
arbitrator. Schedule II. (4) has no application if the order for deten- 
tion is made by a judge of the High Court, or of another county court 
to that which has jurisdiction in the arbitration, and is governed by 
section I. (3) of the Act. Hence the appeal lay to the Divisional 
Court and not to the Court of Appeal.—(/'rom note taken in court). 


Lee v. Owners of Ship Bessie.. (C.A., 26th October and 7th 
November, 1911). 

Facts.—A sailor was drowned at sea and a claim for compensation 
was made on behalf of his widow, whom he married in 1898, and their 
two children. The widow had left him in 1903, taking the children, 
and since 1904 had lived with another man by whom she had had three 
children. The sailor's mother gave evidence that he had told her he 
had offered to support his children, and that once he had given her 
money to hand to his wife, who refused it, saying he ought to send 
money regularly. County court judge found against the widow, but 
made an award for the full amount in favour of the children. 

Decrs1on.—Fletcher Moulton, L.J., dissenting. The judgments in 
New Monckton Colliery Co. v. Keeling ({191)] A.C., 648) given by the 
House of Lords since the award of the county court judge, decided that 
the question of dependency was wholly one of fact, and there was no 
evidence to support a finding of dependency in this case.—(From note 
taken in court). 

Coulson v. The Worshipful Company of Drapers (C.A., 26th October, 
and 7th November, 1911). 

Factrs.—An appeal had been entered by the employers from an award 
in favour of the widow and infant children of a deceased workman, 
but before the hearing a compromise was effected between the parties 
which the court was asked to sanction. 

Dectston.—Since the interests in the infants were affected, the 
matter must be referred to the Official Solicitor. On his reporting that 
the terms of the proposed compromiss were in the interests of the 
infants, an award was made in the terms agreed upon.—(F7om note 
taken in court.) 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords, 


WARNER v. COUCHMAN. 10th Nov. 


MASTER AND SERVANT — WoORKMEN’S COMPENSATION — INJURY BY 
ACCIDENT—F ROST-BITE—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 1906, s. 1. 
Warner, in the course of his employment with the respondent Couch- 

man, a baker, while delivering bread on a round with a horse and cart 
was frost-bitten in the hand. The county court judge found that there 
was nothing in the man’s employment which exposed him to more than 
the ordinary risk of cold to which any person working in the open on 
the day in question was exposed. The county court judge held that 
assuming the injury complained of was an accident, it was not an acci- 
dent arising out of the employment, and on this ground made his 
award in favour of the employer. 

Held, that the county court judge, in substance, having found that 
the applicant, by reason of his employment, was not specially exposed 
to the severity of the weather, that was a finding which entitled him 
to hoid that the injury by accident for which compensation was sought 
did not arise out of the man’s employment in the sense that it was a 
risk specially incidental thereto. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (Fletcher Moulton, L.J., dissenting) 
(55 Soricrrors’ JournaL, 107; 1911, 1 KX. B. 351; 80 L. J. K. B. 526) 
affirmed. 

The principle laid down by Fletcher Moulton, L.J., in his dissenting 
judgment as to the proper considerations to be applied when considering 
cases where the injury was attributable to the effects of natural causes, 
approved. 


Appeal by the workman from an order of the Court of Appeal affirm- 
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ing (Fletcher Moulton, L.J., dissenting) an award of his Honour Judge 
Shortt at the County Court, Cranbrook, Kent. The facts sufficiently 
appear from the headnote. Without hearing the respondent’s counsel, 

The Earl of Loresurn, C., in giving judgment, said this was a diffi- 
cult case. The difficulty was one more of fact than of law. He ap- 
proved of Fletcher Moulton, L.J.’s, statement of the law, although 
that learned judge dissented from his colleagues in the result. He 
said : “‘ When we are dealing with the effects of natural causes affecting 
a considerable area, such as severe weather, we are entitled and bound 
to apply the consideration whether the accident arises out of the em- 
ployment or merely was the consequence of the severe wintry weather, 
to which persons in the locality, whether so employed or not, were 
equally liable. The effects of the latter do not arise out of the employ- 
ment because the man is not specially affected by the severity of the 
weather by reason of his employment.’’ In this case the county court 
judge found that the man was not so specially affected. To be per- 
fectly strict and accurate, it was somewhat inaccurate to speak of this 
statute as though it imposed liability for ‘‘an”’ accident. He was 
perfectly conscious that he himself, as well as others, had been guilty of 
this Japsus lingue, and at times it might be apt to confuse one’s ideas 
of what was enacted by the Act of Parliament. The Act of Parliament 
did not speak of ‘‘an’’ accident, but spoke of injury by accident arising 
out of and in the course of the employment. Here there was a positive 
finding that the injury did not arise out of the employment. That 
really disposed of the case 

Lords ArK1nson, SHAaw, and Mersey concurred in the appeal being 
dismissed, and for the same reasons.—CounseL, Atkin, K.C., and 
Graham Mould, for the appellant; Hemmerde, K.C., and Addington 
Willis, for the respondent. Soxricrtors, Langham, Son, & Douglas ; 
Griffith & Gardiner, 

[Reported by Erskine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


PANAGOTIS v. OWNERS OF SHIP ‘“‘ PONTIAC.” No. 2. 
7th Nov. 
PracticE—APPEAL—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION — SEAMAN—ACCIDENT— 

CLamm FoR CoMPENSATION—ORDER FOR DETENTION OF SHIP—APPEAL 

to DivistonaL CourtT—WorkMeEn’s Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 

7, c. 58), s. 11, Scuepvute II. 

An order by a county court judge for the detention of a ship under 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, s. 11, is made by him in his 
judicial character, not as an arbitrator under the Act, and an appeal 
therefrom lies to the Divisional Court and not to the Court of Appeal. 


Appeal from an order of the judge of the county court at Glamorgan, 
sitting at Barry, directing the detention, of the ss. Pontiac in the port 
of Cardiff under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, s. 11. The 
applicant was a fireman on board the Pontiac, which was a ship 
registered at St. John’s, Newfoundland. On the 13th of January, 
1910, when the ship was at South Shields, the applicant fell through 
a hatch on the ship and broke his leg, and sustained other injuries. 
For some time a weekly sum of 14s. 9d. was paid to the applicant by 
way of compensation, but these payments were oes on the 10t 
of March, 1911. On the 12th of June, 1911, an application was made 
to detain the ship under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, s. 11, 
on the ground that the owners of the ship were probably liable to pay 
compensation under the Act, and on the 3rd of July, 1911, the 
applicant commenced proceedings to recover compensation. On the 
4th of July, 1911, an order was made detaining the ship at Cardiff, 
and on the 16th of August, 1911, the applicant was awarded com- 
pensation. The owners of the ship appealed against both orders, and 
the appeals came on for hearing before the Court of Appeal. A pre 
liminary objection was taken to the appeal against the order of the 
4th of July that no appeal lies to the Court of Appeal against an 
order for detention of a ship made by a county court judge under 
section 11 of the Act. 

Tae Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercuer Movutton, L.J.. 
Farwett, L.J., dissentiente) allowed the preliminary objection, and 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This is an appeal from an order of the county 
court judge at Barry, under section 11 of the Act of 1906. The 
order of the county court judge is in accordance with form 28. 
Section 11 is obviously an adaptation of the Shipowners’ Negligence 
(Remedies) Act, 1905. It does not confer any jurisdiction upon a 
Scotch court. It authorizes an order to be made at any time, whether 
before or after an application for arbitration, and by a judge of any 
Court of Record in England or Ireland, words which plainly include 
any judge of the High Court. On the construction of section 11, it 
seems clear that the order for detention is only in aid of the arbitra- 
tion, and is not part of it. I arrive at this conclusion for several 
reasons. The order may be made before any proceedings are 
instituted, and by a judge before whom no such proceeding can be 
taken. It may be made in England, though the arbitration must be in 
Ireland or in Scotland. In my opinion, the order under appeal was made 
by the county court judge, not as arbitrator having jurisdiction in all 
matters arising in the arbitration, but as a county court judge acting 
in a judicial character. The exclusion of Scotch arbitrations supports 
this view. The question arises, To whom does an appeal lie from 
such an order? It is said that it lies to this court under the express 





j language of clause 4 of schedule II., but 1 am unable to assent to this 


view. Clause 4 begins with the words: ‘‘ The Arbitration Act, 1889, 
shall not apply to any arbitration under the Act, but ’’—and then 
follow words which apply only to arbitrations under the Act. It is 
plain that clause 4 would have no application if the order were made 
by any judge of a court of record, except a county court judge, and 
I think it is almost equally clear that clause 4 would not apply where 
the order is made by a judge of county court ‘‘ A,’’ and the arbitra- 
tions are pending in county court “B.” This is the conclusion at 
which I have arrived on consideration of clause 4 taken by itself, and 
it is, I think, assisted by the language of section 1 (3) of the Act, 
which alone refers to the second schedule, and refers to the schedule 
as containing the provisions in accordance with which arbitration pro- 
ceedings are to be carried on. I think the only appeal to this court 
from any decision given, or order made, by the county court judge is 
where the decision or order is given or made by him as arbitrator. It 
follows that, in my opinion, we have no jurisdiction to deal with the 
present appeal. The appeal lies to the divisional court. 

FietcuHer Movtron, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Farwe ti, L.J.—On the fair reading of the Act and schedules as a 
whole, the words in section 4 of schedule I1., ‘“‘ or where he gives any 
decision or makes any order under this Act,’’ are not restricted to 
arbitration, but are general, and extend to orders made under 
section 11 of the Act. The Act creates, in section 11, a power in the 
county court judges outside and irrespective of the arbitration, and 
contains in schedule II. (4) words wide enough to cover orders made 
under that power. Any other construction would cause suitors unneces- 
sary trouble and expense. In a case where the words are at least 
ambiguous, I think that these considerations ought to have weight, and 
I am of opinion, accordingly, that the appeal is rightly presented to 
this court.—Counset, A. Neilson; A. Parsons. Sowicrrors, Botterell 
d&: Roche, for Donald Maclean, Cardiff; Burton, Yeats, & Co., for T. A. 
Hughes, Barry. 


[Reported by J. I. Strrtine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re TEWKESBURY GAS CO. TYSOE v. THE COMPANY. 
No. 2. 3rd Nov, 


CompaNny—DEBENTURE—CONSTRUCTION—PRINCIPAL PAYABLE ON OR AFTER 
Fixep Datre-—DesenturRes TO BE Parp Orr TO BE DETERMINED BY 
Battot—Dve Date or PRINCIPAL. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Parker, J. (reported 55 
Soricrrors’ JourNAL, 616). The defendant company issued a series of 
debentures, each containing a covenant by the company ‘‘on 
or after the lst of January, 1898,’’ to pay to the registered 
holder of the debenture the principal sum thereby secured. 
Each debenture also contained a provision that the debentures to 
be paid off would be determined by ballot, and six calendar 
months’ notice would be given by the company of the debentures 
drawn for payment. The company never paid off any of the deben- 
tures or held any ballot. In an action by a registered debenture 
holder to enforce the security, Parker, J., held that the principal money 
secured by the debenture was presently due and payable, and that, if 
the provision as to balloting and giving notice meant that the company 
was never bound to pay off any debenture unless it elected to do so 
and balloted and gave notice accordingly, the provision was void for 
repugnancy. The company appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FietcHer Movtton and 
Farwett, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal.—Counset, Romer, K.C., and 
Luxmoore; Grant, K.C., and Owen Thompson. Soticrrors, Thwaites 
& Thompson, for Sidney Baker, Tewkesbury ; Surr, Gribble, Nelson, & 
Oliver, for Brookes & Badham, Tewkesbury. 

[Reported by J. I. Stirtine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LORD DERBY’S CONTRACT. FERGUSON v. DERBY. 
_ Joyce, J. 7th and 8th Nov. 


VENDOR AND PuRCHASER—TERMS OF ExistING TENANCY—COMPENSATION 


rok UNexHAustep ImprovemeNts—Norice—Inquiny—Dvty oF 
PurcHaseR—AGrRICULTURAL Hoxtpines Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 28), s. 2. 


Where, in a contract for the sale of land, the conditions of sale 
provide that the purchaser shall take subject to all the terms of existing 
tenancies, on completion of the sale the purchaser will be deemed to 
have notice of a tenant’s claim to compensation for unexhausted im- 
provements arising under the terms of his lease and will be liable for 
the payment thereof. 

A purchaser is deemed to have notice of a tenant's claim to com- 
pensation under the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908. 


This was a vendor and purchaser seummons, taken out to determine 
who was liable to pay compensation to a tenant in respect of unex- 
hausted improvements. A contract was entered into in June, 1909, for 
the sale of a portion of Lord Derby’s Kent estates, the date for com- 
pletion being fixed for the 11th of November. The conditions of sale 
provided that ‘‘ abstracts or copies of leases or agreements under which 
tenants hold can be inspected during a period of fourteen days prior 
to the sale, or at the time of the sale, and the purchaser will be 
deemed to have notice, and take subject to all the terms of existing 
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tenancies, whether arising during the continuance or after the deter- 
mination thereof. Before completion a tenant of a portion of the 
estate, who had received notice to quit by the vendor, made a claim 
for £50 in respect of fruit bushes planted by him, under the terme of 
hie tenancy, or alternatively under the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908. 
Neither the written agreement under which the tenancy had been held 
nor the written consent of the landlord to the planting of the bushes 
was disclosed by the vendor before the sale, he being ignorant of their 
existence ; neither was any inquiry made by the purchaser in respect to 
the terms of the tenancy, or as to whether the landlord’s consent to the 
planting of the bushes had ever been given. A dispute arose between 
the vendor and the purchaser as to the liability for the payment of this 
compensation, and the sale was completed in February, 1910, without 
prejudice to the determination of that question. The purchaser con- 
tended that it was an undisclosed encumbrance on the land, the amount 
of which he was entitled to recover from the vendor, and relied on 
Caballero v. Henty (L. R. 9 Ch. 447). The vendor submitted that it 
term of the tenancy, of which the purchaser had constructive 
notice that he held subject thereto : Phillips v. Miller (9 C. P. 196); or 
alternatively that he must be preeumed to have notice of the statute. 

Joyce, J., stated the facts, and continued : This summons asks for 
a declaration that the vendor is bound to make compensation to the 
purchaser in respect of a claim of a tenant for compensation for unex 
hausted improvements—viz., the planting of fruit bushes. The vendor 
says that under the terme of the tenancy, or alternatively under the 
statute, the tenant became entitled to a certain sum by way of com 
pensation on the determination of his notice to quit—that is, in October, 
1910. The liability is one imposed both by statute and by the terms 
of the tenant’s agreement. By the twelfth condition of sale the pur- 
chaser is to be deemed to have notice of the terms of the tenancy, and it 
was one of the terms of the tenancy that the tenant should be entitled to 
compensation, when he left his holding, in accordance with the unex- 
hausted value of the bushes he had planted. The purchaser contends that 
the amount of compensation due is an undisclosed encumbrance, in 
respect of which he is entitled to recover from the vendor. The purchaser 
says that the vendor is bound to give express notice that the improvements 
have been made by the tenant with his consent; if that is 60, the 
vendor is bound to give notice with reepect to all improvements made 
by the tenant which fall within Part I. of the schedule of the Agricul- 
tural Holdings Act, 1908. This is a curious proposition. I should have 
thought that the purchaser, knowing the Act, as he must be presumed 
to do, ought to inquire, if he wanted to find out his liability. The 
purchaser, to be safe, ought to have made a requisition. I think that 
the purchaser, having notice of the statute, and taking, as he did, sub 
ject to all the terms of the existing tenancy, under condition 12 of 
the sale, took subject to the liability for this payment, and I declare 
that the vendor is not bound to make any compensation in respect 
thereto.—Counset, Hughes, K.C., and G. Gurdon, for the purchaser: 
R. FP. Norton, K.C., and &. Bovill, fur the vendor. Soticrrors. 
Gadsden & Pennefather: Lawre nee, Graham, & Co 

{Reported by R. C. Canrineton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HARCOURT’S TRUSTS. WHITE AND ANOTHER v. HARCOURT. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 3rd Nov. 

MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT—COVENANT TO SettLe Future Property or £200 
AND Upwarps 1x VaLtve—Wuar Constitutes Future Property or 
£200 anp Upwarps 1n VaLue—Poricy ror £500 on Lire or HusBAaNp 

VoLunTARY Payment or Premiums By Husspanp—Mope or Esti- 
MATING VALUE OF PROPERTY. 


was a 


An endowment policy of assurance for £500, on which an annual 
premium of £6 12s. is payable for twenty years, taken out by a husband 
on his own life for the benefit of his wife, the premiums being paid by 
the husband, is not caught by a covenant to settle all the real and 
personal property to which the wife after the said intended marriage, or 
at any time during her coverture, shall become entitled, either in pos 
session, reversion or remainder or otherwise, and except any property 
acquired at one and the same time not exceeding in amount or value 
the sum of £200. ; 

This was a summons to determine whether the defendant was liable 
under the covenant to settle after-acquired property contained in her 
marriage settlement, dated the 13th of June, 1893, to pay to the 
plaintiffs, as trustees of the said settlement, a sum of £500 received by 
her upon the death of her late husband from the Mutual Life Assur 


| or it 


| Brown). 


ance Co. of New York, in respect of a policy of assurance effected by | 


him during the said coverture on his own life for her benefit. The 
policy was an endowment policy on which an annual premium of £6 12s. 
was payable for twenty years. The other facts sufficiently appear from 
the judgment. 
time which could be looked at was the time when the policy was 
taken out, because when the policy money became payable, the cover 
ture had determined, and consequently the policy was not at that time, 
nor indeed for many years after, of the value of £200, and might 
have been surrendered many years later for less than £200. The in 


Counsel for the wife argued that the only period of | 


was similar to the case of a power of appointment where there was no 
contract with the future husband that the wife would or would not 
exercise it. He cited the cases of Re Mackenzie's Settlement (1867, 2 
Ch. Ap. 345) to shew how the value of the property was to be esti- 
mated, and Agur v. George (1876, 2 Ch. D. 706), Lioyd v. Pritchard 
(1908, 1 Ch. 265), and Re Ware, Cumberlege v. Cumberlege-Ware (1890, 
45 Ch. D. 269) as shewing what sort of contingent reversionary interests 
are caught by such covenants to settle. 

Swinren Eapy, J., said : The question for determination in this case 
is whether a policy for £500 effected by Clarence Harcourt on his own 
life for the benefit of his wife, formerly A. N. Massey-Dawson, is or 
is not caught by the covenant to settle after-acquired property con- 
tained in his marriage settlement. The settlement is dated the 13th 
of July, 1893, and contains this clause : ‘“‘ And it is hereby agreed and 
declared that all the real and personal property (if any) not herein- 
before settled to which the said A. N. Massey-Dawson, after the said 
intended marriage, or at any time during her now intended coverture, 
shall be or become entitled either in possession, reversion or remainder, 
or otherwise except jewels, &c., and except also any legacy or other 
property acquired at one and the same time not exceeding in amount 
or value the sum of £200, shall as soon as circumstances will admit 
and at the cost of the trust estate, be assured and transferred by the 
said A. N. Massey-Dawson (and all other parties) unto or otherwise 
vested in the trustees.’’ What happened was this: On the 14th of 
August, 1896, the husband effected a policy on his own life with the 
Mutual Life Assurance Co. of New York. It was a twenty-year en- 
dowment policy, and the annual premium was £6 12s. By the terms 
of the policy ‘‘ there shall be paid in advance on the delivery of the 
policy the first annual premium of £6 12s.’’ The premiums were duly 
paid by the husband, although he was not under any obligation or 
covenant to pay them. Some proposals were made to surrender the 
policy in August, 1907, and the surrender value was calculated to be 
£181 1s. However, the policy was not surrendered, and on the 19th 
of April, 1909, the husband died. The £500 then became payable. It 
was urged on behalf of the children of the marriage that these policy 
moneys were caught by the settlement, because regard should only be 
had to the sum ultimately payable, the case of a policy being similar 
to the case of a reversionary interest. In my opinion the principle of 
the cases cited before me on the subject of reversionary interests being 
caught by such a covenant does not apply to this present case. “ At 
any time during the coverture.’’ This, of course, is only one time. 
What is the time? It can only be at the date when the policy was 
effected. Then can it be said on any interpretation that immediately 
on the payment of £6 12s. the wife became entitled to property exceed- 
ing £200 in value (for if it does not exceed £200 in value it is not 
caught by the covenant), subject to the contingency of the premiums 
being paid? Now each payment increases the value of the policy, 
but we cannot add up the payments to amount to £200. In the case 
of Re Brown’s Will (1869, 7 Eq. 231), which was a case concerning 
tontine debentures, Lord Romilly, M.R., says, at p. 235: ‘‘ The lady 
was at that time both possessed of and entitled to this property. The 
fact that from the nature of the property and the accident of the long 
life of the cestui que vie, it became more valuable year by year, does 
not, in my opinion, affect the question any more than if she had been 
possessed of a mine at the time of the settlement which subsequently 
became of very great value. This was a property of a very doubtful 
value; it might cease at any time by the death of the cestui que vie, 
might, as it did, become every year more valuable, until it 
amounted to a very large sum.’’ We cannot regard the subsequent 
payment of premiums in considering what the interest was at the date 
when the policy was created. If the effecting of the policy created a 
property of over £200 in value, the wife ought to have assigned such 
forthwith to the trustees. I find it impossible to say that 
this policy, when effected, exceeded £200 in value when it might have 
been surrendered years later for less than that amount. I accordingly 
hold that the policy moneys are not caught by the settlement.— 
Counset, Edward Ford; Bovill and Seligman (for P. Houghton 
Soricrrors, Mon‘gomery, White, & Harcourt. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re JEVONS, Deceased. JEVONS v. THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE, 
Swinfen Eady, J. 25th and 26th Oct. 
(GeneRaAL Lecacy 1x Witt—Pious WisH—Precatory Trust or 
Sucu Lecacy ConTAINED IN CODICIL. 
The words ‘‘I desire the £300 which I have bequeathed to A to be 
divided by her on her death, as she shall think fit, amongst the 
daughters ‘of my cousin B”’ create a trust capable of being enforced. 


property 


WILL 


This was a summons to determine whether certain words in a codicil 
to the will of the testator were sufficient to create a trust. Under 


| clause 8 of the will there was a simple gift of a legacy of £300 to 


creasing value of the policy year by year was immaterial : Re Harrison | 


and Ingram, Ex parte W hinney (1900, 2 Q. B. 710). He also referred to 
section 11 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, as further 


supporting his contention that the policy moneys were not caught by | 


the settlement. Counsel for the infant child of the marriage argued 


that there was no difference between a policy of assurance which, if | 


the premiums are paid, will belong to the wife, and a contingent re- 
versionary interest in a chose in action. In this case there was no 
contract with the husband that he should pay the premiums. The case 


| 


Alice Allen. A codicil to the will contained these words, ‘‘I desire 
the £300 which I have bequeathed to Alice Allen to be divided by 
her on her death, as she shall think fit, amongst the daughters of my 
cousin.’’ Counsel contended that this clause in the codicil was merely 
the expression of a pious wish. He said that there had been a 
tendency to limit the old doctrine of precatory trusts, and referred to 
the case of Re Hamilton, Trench v. Hamilton (1895, 2 Ch. 371), where 
Lindley, L.J., said: ‘“‘ But then we are told that there are decisions 
which compel us to construe these words as giving her a life estate, and 
we are referred to a case of Malim v. Keighley (1794, 2 Ves. 333), in 
which the then Master of the Rolls said this, ‘I will lay down the rule 
as broadly as this—whenever any person gives property, and points 
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out the object, the property, and the way in which it shall go, that 
does create a trust, uniess he shews clearly that his desire expressed 
is to be controlled by the party, and that he shall have an option’ to 
defeat it.’ Everything in that passage, to my mind, turns upon the 
emphasis which is to be attributed to this expression, ‘the way in 
which it shall go.’ If it means ‘the way in which it shall go’— 
imperatively—I do not quarrel with it. But contrast that with what 
appears to me a far sounder principle of construction, which is 
to be found in the judgment of Cotton, L.J., in the case of Re Adams 
and Kensington Vestry (1884, 27 Ch. D. 304). There the learned 
judge says, at page 410, ‘I have no hesitation in saying myself that I 
think some of the older authorities went a great deal too far in hold- 
ing that some particular words appearing in a will were sufficient to 
create a trust.’’’ Counsel also referred to the cases of Re Diggles, 
Gregory v. Edmondson (1888, 39 Ch. D. 253), and Kermode v. Mac- 
donald (1868, 3 Ch. Ap. 584). 

Swinren Eapy, J., said: In this case I am of opinion that the 
testator meant to create a trust. The case of Re Diggles, Gregory 
y. Edmondson (ubi supra) is different. In this case the objects are 
defined, the amount is defined, and the only discretion is that the 
legatee shall divide that amount among those objects ‘‘as she shall 
think fit.’ I adopt the principle of Lindley, L.J., in Re Hamilton, 
Trench v. Hamilton (1895, 2 Ch., at p. 373), where he said, ‘‘ You 
must take the will which you have to construe, and see what it means, 
and if you come to the conclusion that no trust was intended, you say 
so, although previous judges have said the contrary on some wills more 
or less similar to the one which you have to construe.”’ I come to the 
conclusion that in this case there is a trust intended of the £300, 
which can be exercised by appointment, by will, or deed.—Counsern, 
Chetham-Strode; Tomlin; Graham-Brown; Cozens-Hardy; Napier. 
Soticrrors, Bircham & Co. 


[Reported by L. M, May, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re ATKINSON’S AND HORSELL’S CONTRACT and tv THE VENDOR 
AND PURCHASER ACT, 1874. Swinfen Eady, J. 26th Oct. ; 
llth Nov. 


Vennor AND PuRCHASER—ConTRACT—TiITLE OFFERED NOT SUBSTAN- 
TIATED, BUT ANOTHER Goop TiTtLE SHEWN—PoOssESSORY AND STATU- 
tory TITLE. 


The court will compel a purchaser to take a title which is a good title 
acquired by adverse possession under the Statute of Limitations, 
although the vendor contracted to make quite another title, and failed 
to do so, provided the vendor can shew that the persons who ought 
rightfully to have taken under that other title are barred by the statute. 


Thie was a vendor and purchaser summons by the purchaser to have 
it determined that a good title had not been ehewn. and to have hie 
deposit returned. Counsel for the vendor argued that although he 
could not now prove the title which he originally contracted to make, 
he could nevertheless shew a perfectly good title. He could shew a 
possessory title from 1874, which was also a good statutory title, by 
adverse possession, and he could shew a continuity of title from a much 
earlier date. He cited Re Burroughs, Lynn, ond Sexton (1877, 5 Ch. 
D. 601). Counsel for the purchaser argued that the person who entered 
in 1874, and who was now admitted by all parties to have entered 
wrongfully, was a trespasser. He argued that the vendor had agreed to 
sell him a particular title, and could not now make it good, so he was 
entitled to have the contract’ rescinded, and could not be compelled to 
take another title, even if that other title were a good one. If the 
vendor fails to shew the title he contracted to sell, the purchaser 
is entitied, as on an open contract, to have the full forty years’ title, 
and thev had only shewn title from 1874. He cited Re Bryant and 
Barningham’s Contract (1889, 44 Ch. D. 218). Cur. adv. Vult. 

Swinren Eapy, J., said: This is a purchaser’s summons asking to 
have it determined that the vendor has not shewn a good title to the 
property agreed to be purchased by him, and to have his deposit 
returned. By a contract in writing, dated the 28th of February, 1911, 
Miss A. R. Atkinson agreed to sell and C. Horsell agreed to purchase 
certain freehold land at Chertsey. The deposit paid was £300, and 
the purchase was to be completed on the Ist of May, 1911. The title 
was to commence with a general devise of the Almner’s Estate con- 
tained in the will of George Cathrow, who died in 1842, and the pur- 
chaser was to assume the seisin of the testator, and that the property 
passed by the devise. The learned judge stated the limitations of this 
will; that in 1874 Lady Colquhoun claimed to be entitled to the pro- 
perty as heiress of the testator, although she was really not so entitled ; 
she demanded possession of the title deeds, and obtained them, and it 
is alleged that she entered into possession of the property, and that she 
and those deriving under her have been in possession ever since. It 
is now admitted, that a mistake had been made, and that Lady 
Colquhoun entered without title in 1874. The vendor, however, claims 
that she can make a good possessory title having regard to the Statute 
of Limitations, and asks that the purchaser may complete his purchase 
on that footing. The purchaser is not willing to do this if he can 
avoid it. He says that he is a builder, and bought the land to erect 
buildings upon it, and will have difficulty in raising money on mortgage if 
he has only a possessory title. In my opinion the vendor has in fact 
thewn a good title. It appears that the testator purchased the pro- 
perty from the Crown in 1828. The property thus passed under the 
wills of George Cathrow and his son James Cathrow to Mrs. 
M. A. F. Cathrow, who be-ame seised in fee thereof on the 2nd June, 


. 





1874. The Statute of Limitations began to run against Mrs. M. A. F. 
Cathrow from the day when Lady Selashoun entered into possession 
of the property, and all persons claiming through Mrs. Cathrow are 
long since barred by the operation of the statute. Thus the vendor has 
not only shewn a possessory title from the year 1874, but she has also 
shewn what the title to the property was from the date of its sale by the 
Crown in 1828, and that the possession of the vendor has effectually 
barred the claims of the person rightfully entitled. The purchaser 
objected that he could not be compelled to take a title depending 
on the Statute of Limitations, but the vendor has shewn that her 
possession has effectually barred the claim of the person rightfully 
entitled ; the purchaser will obtain a good title, and_can be compelled 
to accept it : see Scott v. Nixon (1843, 3 Dr. and W. 388) and James v. 
Bonner (1884, 33 W. R. 64). As in James v. Bonner the purchaser 
objected to take any title founded on the Statute, and did not ask for 
further evidence by statutory declaration or otherwise of the fact of 
possession. I determine that the purchaser is bound to take a title from 
the vendor depending on the Statute, but proper evidence of the fact of 
possession from 1874 to the present time must be furnished. The 
vendor herself has not given any evidence or made any statutory 
declaration about possession. This evidence can be furnished out of 
court. It may be only a formal matter, but the purchaser is entitled 
to it.—Counsret, Hon. FB. C. Macnaghten, K.C., and Guest Mathews ; 
Micklem, K.C., and Dighton Pollock. Soticrrors, Dunham, Carter, 
& Dunham ; 
Chertsey. 


Beaumont, Son & Rigden for Paine, Brettel, & Porter, 


[Reported by L M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 
BECKER »v. EARLS’ COURT (LIM.). Eve, J. 10th Nov, 


NvisaNnce—No1seE—ExuiBit1ion—Sipe SHows—Gravity Raiwaxs-- 
“Cake WALK ’’—Merry-Go-RounD—INTERFERENCE WITH COMFORT- 
ABLE OCCUPATION OF PLAINTIFF'S PREMISES. 

Where the noise from side shows at an exhibition interfered with the 
comfortable occupation of the plaintiff's house and injuriously affected 
the health of his family, 

Held, that the noise amounted to a nuisance, and that the plaintiff 
was entifled to an injunction and damages. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
carrying on upon their premises at Earls Court any entertainment so 
as to cause a nuisance to the plaintiff. The plaintiff was an artist, and 
was lessee and occupier of a house only separated from the defendant's 
premises by a railway. The defendants carried on a place of amuse- 
ment called the International Ancient Art Exhibition, which was opened 
in May, 1911. The entertainments complained of were a gravity rail- 
way called the Dragon’s Gorge, a contrivance called the cake walk, 
and a steam merry-go-round with an organ. These contrivances were 
ueed every week day from about mid-day until eleven o’clock at night, 
and caused considerable noise, which was augmented by the shouts and 
shrieks of the persans who used them. The iplaintiff alleged that 
the noise interfered with the comfortable occupation of his house, that 
it prevented him from carrying on his profession, and injuriously 
affected the health of himself and his family. The caees of Jnchbald 
v. Robinson (L. R. 4 Ch. 388) and Walker v. Brewster (L. R. 5 Eq. 25) 
were referred to. 

Eve, J.—The plaintiff claims an injunction to restrain the defendants 
from carrying on certain entertainments so as to be a nuisance to the 
plaintiff. The claim is based on the principle that a person must not 
use his property so as to interfere with the comfort of his neighbours. 
That is a proposition which is very easy to state, but which is often 
very difficult to apply, since it inyglves the questions What is a misuse 
of property? and What is a sensible interference with comfort? The 
evidence has established this—that there were on the defendants’ 
property certain contrivances which produced a large amount of noise, 
and that there were in the plaintiff's house three persons in a condition 
capable of being irritated by the noise. The question is whether these 
contrivances were a nuisance to the pereons living in the immediate 
neighbourhood, and in considering this question it is necessary to bear 
in mind the character of the locality, which, on the evidence, may be 
described as a quiet neighbourhood. Now, the noises complained of 
are : (1) The thud of the engine in the ‘‘ cake walk ’’; (2) the passage 
of the cars in the gravity railway; (3) the shouts of the attendants and 
the shrieks of the passengers; and (4) the blare of the organ on the 
merry-go-round. The conclusion that I have come to is that all these 
noises reached and were audible in the plaintiff's house. That was the 
state of things outside the house. Inside there were three persons 
suffering from nervous disordere. Was that attributable to the noise? 
I think on the evidence that it was. Then comes the question whether 
the illness was due to the misuse of the property or to the tempera- 
ment of the plaintiff and his family, or, in other words, were they over- 
sensitive. It is not for me to consider whether an artistic temperament 
is more seneitive than other temperaments. But so far as the plaintiff 
is concerned, I am hound to hold that he has not established his case. 
He was in a run-down condition, the noise had got on his nerves and 
caused a kind of mental paralysis. But the evidence does not stop 
there; it was proved that the noise affected Mrs. Becker’s health, and 
that the child was kept awake at night. The noise therefore was 
sufficient to interfere with the comfortable occupation of the plaintiff’s 
house and did injuriously affect the child’s health. There was therefore 
a misuse by the defendants of their property, which interfered with 
the comfortable occupation of the plaintiff's premices. The plaintiff 
consequently is entitled to the injunction asked for, with £25 damages 
and the costs of the action.—CounseL, Clayton, K.C., and Manning: 
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P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Maugham. Soxtcrrors, Blair & W. B. 
Girling; Dunderdale, Dehn, & Co. 


[Reported by 8S. E. Writrams, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re H. W. TRINDER (Deceased). SHEPPARD v. PRANCE. 
Parker, J. 2nd Nov. 
Wiutt—Drrecrions Tro Pay Lecactes 1n ‘“‘ Tots My Witt”’ Free or Duty 
Copicits—Lecacies Given In Trust tn Liev or Direct LEGACIES IN 

Witt—AppitTionaL BENEFICIARIES—INCIDENCE OF DuTyY—APPLICATION 

or Worps “ Tuts My W1tt’”’ to Copicits. 

A direction to pay legacies given by ‘‘ this my will”’ free of duty does 
not apply prima facie to every legacy subsequently given by codicil; 
ond though the direction applies to legacies given in substitution for 
those in the will, and to the same beneficiaries, yet where the codicil 
gives legacies in trust, in lieu of direct, and under the trust fresh 
beneficiaries are added, these trust legacies must bear their own duty. 


H. W. Trinder, who died in 1910, by his will dated in 1901 gave 
numerous legacies and annuities, in particular one to R. B. D. and his 
wife, and another to the testator’s niece 8S. A clause in the will directed 
that ‘all legacies and annuities given by this my will shall be free of 
all duties and similar expenses, which shall be paid out of my estate.”’ 
The testator made three codicils, some of the legacies given by the 
will being revoked, others reduced, and others increased. The first codicil 
reduced the legacy to R. B. D. and his wife, and the second revoked it 
altogether, giving in lieu thereof the sum of £2,000 to be held in trust 
for R. B. D., his wife and their infant son. The third codicil revoked 
all previous gifts to S., and in place of them gave the sum of £4,000 
to trustees, to be held in trust for S., her husband and children. This 
summons was taken out to decide which of the legacies given by codicil 
should be entitled to be paid duty free. 

PARKER, J., stated the terms of the will and codicils, and said that 
where the codicils gave a legacy or annuity to a beneficiary direct, in 





substitution for one given by will, the legacy or annuity should be 
paid free of duty. Referring to the legacies of £2,000 and £4,000, his 
lordship added : ‘I take it as the opinion of the learned judges who 
decided the case of Re Joseph (1908, 2 Ch. 507) that where a gift is | 
given absolutely by will and is revoked by codicil, and that codicil 

substitutes a larger sum, not given absolutely, then it is not a sub- | 
stituted legacy—that is to say, not substituted in the sense that it will 
bring in all the incidents under which the first legacy is given. That 
is practically the case before me. Here a larger sum is given by codicil, | 
and the larger sum is settled. It is impossible to say what incidents 
may not arise from the fact of the settlement, and it is clear that, as 
the settlement introduces other beneficiaries who were not contemplated | 
in the original gift, the legatees under the will are not identical with 
those under the codicil. It appears to me, therefore, that the legacies 

of £2,000 and £4,000 do not come under any rule by which I can hold 

that they are free from duty.—CounseL, Percy Vaughan; W. 8S. East- 

wood; Sir M. D. Warmington; G. T. Simonds. Sotacrrors, T'rinder, 

Capron, & Co.; H. P. Ellett. 

[Reported Sy WHITFIELD HAves, Barrieter-at-Law.) 


High Court ing’ 
g urt—King’s Bench 
. .* . 
Division. 
In the Matter of THE FOREIGN TRIBUNALS EVIDENCE ACT, 1856. 
ECCLES & CO. v. LOUISVILLE AND NASHVILLE RAILROAD CO. 
Div. Court. 23rd and 3lst Oct. 

Practice—WitNness SERVED WITH SuUBPC@ENA DUCES TECUM TO PRODUCE 
DocuMENTs—WitNeEss A ServaANt—Documents In Puysicat Posses- | 
SION OF WirNEss, BUT IN LeGAL PossEssION OF MASTER—OBLIGATION 
ON SERVANT TO PRopuc#. 

A witness who is a servant, served with a subpoena duces tecum fo | 
produce documents on a trial, cannot refuse to produce them simply on 
the ground that, though he has the physical possession of the documents, 
his master has the legal possession of them. He must shew good cause 
why he should not produce them. 

Semble, it would be good cause if the servant proved that his master 
had forbidden him to produce them, | 
The order of a judge in chambers refusing to grant leave for the 
issue of a writ of attachment against a wiiness on wn examination 
in this country under the Foreign Tribunals Evidence Act, 1856, | 
who has refused to produce documents on a_ subpena duces 
tecum (and on that ground), is not a decision in a criminal matter, as | 
the object of the order is to compel the witness to produce the documents, 
and not merely to punish him. Accordingly an appeal lies from such 


an order to the Divisional Court. [See section 47 of the Judicature Act, 
1873. ] 


Aqpeets from two decisions of Lush, J., in chambers. In an action 
pending in the United States of America an issue arose as to whether 
certain bills of lading bound the defendants, a railway company. These 
bills had been feonsd and signed by a firm, X & Co., who were alleged | 
to have fraudulently drawn and signed these bills of lading in the name 
of the company, who claimed that they were not bound by them. 
The — 8, a firm of cotton brokers in Liverpool, alleged that, 
though the company did not by any contract authorize the proceedings 
of X & Co., they were estopped from denying their authorization by 


| up any good ground for refusing to produce these documents. 


| if he produced 


| plaintiffs, FP. A. 





the course of business transacted, and that their correspondence would 
shew the extent of their knowledge. Accordingly, they desired to 
“put in’? certain bills of lading and correspondence, and, having 
obtained “‘ letters of request,” they applied under the Foreign Tribunals 
Evidence Act, 1856, for an order to examine on commission in this 
country a man named C. Nickel and for an order that he should produce 
certain documents, bills of lading and correspondence. There is a 
provision in section 5 of that Act that no person “shall be compelled 
to produce under any such order as aforesaid any writing or other 
document that he would not be compellable to produce at a trial of 
such a cause.’ Master Day made the order. An application was then 
made by the defendant to Lush, J., to discharge that order, which he 
refused. The examination took place, and at it the witness Nickel 
refused to produce the bills of lading and correspondence, and he also 
refused to answer certain questions as to who in fact had charge of 
the correspondence. Thereupon the plaintiffs applied for leave to 
issue a writ of attachment against him for refusing to obey his subpeena. 
Lush, J., refused to make the order, on the ground that the witness was 
a servant only, and that the legal possession of the documents in 
question was in the firm, of which he was only an employee. The 
plaintiffs appealed from this refusal, and the witness Nickel also 
appealed against a decision of Lush, J., refusing to discharge the order 
made for his examination on commission. 

Bray, J., having dealt with the appeal of the witness Nickel and 
dismissed it, continued : The other appeal, as to whether the plaintfis 
are entitled to an order for a writ of attachment, raises questions of 
greater difficulty. Two objections are taken to our making such an 
order. First, it is said that there is no appeal from the decision of 
Lush, J., on the ground that the matter is criminal. But I think that 
the cases shew that this is not so; they shew that if what is sought 
to be done by a writ of attachment is to compel the witness to do what 
he has been ordered to do—viz., to produce the documents—and when 
the object is not merely to punish him, then the matter is not a 
criminal one. [The learned judge quoted from the judgment of Lord 
Esher in Rex v. Barnardo (1889 Q. B. D., at p. 308), and from the 
judgment of Cotton, L.J., in O’Shea v. O’Shea and Parnell (1890, 15 
P. D., at p. 62).] We think, therefore, that an appeal lies from the 
decision of Lush, J. The next question is whether the decision of 
Lush, J., was right. Is it correct to say that where a witness is called 
upon to produce documents at a trial—for that is the test mentioned 


| in this Act—it is a good answer in every case if he proves that he is a 


servant, and that the legal possession of the documents lies in the 
master? I do not think it is. [The learned judge quoted from the 


| judgment of Lord Ellenborough in Amey v. Long (1808, 9 East 473) and 


from the judgment of Coleridge, C.J., in Crow v. Appleby, L. R. (9 
C. P., at p. 28).] In my view, the true rule of law is that if a servant 
has the physical possession of the documents, although the legal posses- 
sion is in the master, the servant must produce them unless he can 
shew some good cause why he should not produce them. Probably it 
would be good cause if the servant could shew that his master had 
forbidden him to produce them, because to do so after such a prohibition 
would involve a breach of duty on the part of the servant. There may 
well be other cases which would afford the servant a good excuse; but 
it is sufficient here to say that the servant, this witness, did not set 
The last 
question is : Were these documents in the witness’s physical possession? 
Had he the custody of these documents? Would it be a violation of any 
duty that he owed to his master if he were to produce them? Looking 
at the evidence as a whole, I think it is clear that Mr. Nickel had 


| the custody of these documents, and that they were in his physical 


possession, and that he would not be failing in any duty to his master 
thent. I think, therefore, we must order that the 
plaintiffs have leave to issue this writ of attachment. I may say also 
that, in my opinion, the witness, by refusing to answer the questions 
put to him upon the examination, was guilty of contempt of court. 

Bankes, J., gave judgment to the same effect.—Counsgx, for the 
Greer, K.C., and Henn Collins; for the witness, 
Holman Gregory, K.C., and Dunlop. Sortcrrors, Pritchard, Engle- 
field & Co., for Simpson, North, Hasley, & Co., Liverpool; Stanton & 
Hudson, for H. Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool. 

[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re B., A SOLICITOR. Parker, J. 3rd and 10th Nov. 


Soricrtror’s Brit or Costs—D1sBuRSEMENTS—BILL INCREASED BY ERROR 
—TAaxXAaTION—TAXING Orr MorRE THAN OneE-SIXTH—EFrFect or ERRoR— 
Liabitity For Costs or Taxation—Soticrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 73), s. 37. 


Where a solicitor has, bona fide and by a palpable error, increased his 
bill of costs by including disbursements which have been recovered, and 
where the disallowance of these items has had the effect of causing the 
amount taxed off to exceed one-sixth, the court has a discretion to 
relieve the solicitor from the obligation to pay the costs of taxation. 


R., a solicitor, under an order for taxation, sent in his bill of costs, 


| together with a cash account, the list of disbursements in the former 


containing certain items for fees on briefs to counsel and conferences. 
The briefs in question had been delivered and cheques sent with them, 
but both had been returned by counsel. The cash account duly credited 
the clients with the amounts so refunded, but the bill of costs gave no 
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eal 
corresponding credit, although there was a note against one of the 
items that it had been returned. In his certificate of taxation, the 
taxing master stated that owing to the inclusion of these items, which 
he had been obliged to disallow as unvouched for, the amount taxed 
off the bill exceeded one-sixth, but, referring to section 37 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1843, he cited as special circumstances that had he had 
the power to strike out these items from the bill, instead of disallowing 
them, the amount taxed off would have been less than one-sixth, and 
the costs of taxation would have been payable by the clients instead of 
by the solicitor. A clause in section 37 provides that the taxing master 
“shall be at liberty to certify specially any circumstances relating to 
such bill or taxation and the court or judge shall be at liberty to make 
thereupon any such order as such court or judge may think right 
respecting the payment of the costs of such taxation.’’ Relying on this 
section, the solicitor took out this summons to ask the court to allow 
the bill of costs to be treated as if the items in question had been 
struck out before delivery, with the consequent incidence of the costs 
of taxation. On behalf of the clients it was contended that, by the 
ruling in Re Thompson (30 Ch. D. 441), Re Grant, Bulcraig, & Co. (1906, 
1 Ch. 124), and other cases, a solicitor’s bill of costs could not be 
altered or amended after presentation in such a way as to alter the 
incidence of taxation. 

Parker, J., in the course of his judgment, said : ‘‘ It was suggested 
to me in the course of the argument that the provisions of section 37 
of the Solicitors Act, 1843, give the court or judge a discretion which 
is not exerciseable in favour of the solicitor, but only in favour of the 
client. It appears to me, however, that there is no foundation for that 
view. The special circumstances in the case are these.’’ [His lordship 
here recited the facts of the case and continued :] The proper course 
would, in my opinion, have been to shew these items in an inner 
column, and not to put them in the disbursement column, for by so 
doing they swell the total of the bill. There was no intention to shew 
that they had not been returned, for anyone comparing the bill with 
the cash account would at once have seen the mistake. With the consent 
of both parties, I have spoken to the taxing master, and he tells me that 
in his opinion the carrying out of these items into the disbursement 
column was simply due to an error, and not to any want of bona fides on 
the part of the solicitor. The taxing master, however, had of course 
no option in the matter; his duty was to do as he did; he had to treat 
the fees as being in the disbursements, and had no power to alter the 
total of the bill. The result is that, unless I exercise my discretion 
under section 37, the solicitor will have to bear the whole costs of 
taxation instead of the clients, and it appears to me that it would 
be inequitable to allow the clients to take advantage of a mere blunder, 
which was apparent on the face of the bill and the cash account, in 
order to throw what would otherwise fall on them on their solicitor. 
Various cases have been brought to my notice which lay down that, 
as a rule, when once a bill is delivered, the solicitor will not be allowed 
to amend it, except under a condition that such amendment shall not 
affect the course or incidence of taxation, and it is, in my opinion, 
a reasonable rule. But I do not think that that rule was meant 
to interfere with the statutory discretion given to the judge, and it 
appears to me, therefore, that all I have to do is to consider whether 
there are special reasons for exercising the power given to the court 
to vary the statutory rule. I think that where the court sees that 
it is inequitable, under the circumstances, that the provisions of that 
statutory rule should be applied, the power may well be exercised ; 
therefore, in the present case, the proper course seems to me to direct 
that, notwithstanding that one-sixth has been taxed off the bill, the 
costs of taxation shall be borne by the clients.—Counser, C. Johnston 
Edwards; T. Napier. Soticrrors, Henry Powell Richards; 
Liddiard & Co. 

[Reported by WHITFIELD HAyeEs, Barrister-at-Law. 


Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


Nov. 10.—THomas Georce Bearp, 17, Hanover-square, W. 

Nov. 10.—Frrprnanp Marcus Coxtines, 12, Thurloe-place, S. 
Kensington 

Nov. 10.—Francis Mereprru Day, 86, Brixton-road, 8.W. 


Solicitors Ordered to be Suspended. 

Nov. 9.—Crement Water Fiennes-Crinton, Hampden House, 
Kingsway, London, ordered to be suspended for six months. 

Nov. 8.—ArtTHuR Wiu1aAm GitLinc, 2, Princes-square, Harrogate, 
ordered to be suspended for twelve months. 

Nov. 8.—ArtHur Ross Dace, 65a, Long-acre, London, ordered to 
be suspended for eighteen months. 

A committee, of which Lord MacDonnell is chairman, was, says the 
Times, appointed by the Home Secretary last April to inquire into 
@ petition submitted by the House of Keys for certain reforms in 
the Constitution of the Isle of Man. As regards judicial reforms, the 
committee report that the judicial staff and its cost are excessive in 
relation to the work of the courts and the small population (52,000) 
of the Island. They recommend a reduction in the number of judges, 
and other reforms in the minor judicial posts. They also recommend 
that in criminal cases an appeal should lie to the English Court of 
Criminal Appeal; and that an English judge should visit Douglas to 
hear civil appeals. It is further thrown out, as a suggestion, that in 
particular cases involving important points of law it might be useful 
to allow an appeal to two English judges sitting at Liverpool. 





Societies. 


The Law Society. 
THE SOLICITORS ACT, 1888. 

The following is the twenty-third annual report of the committee 
appointed under the Act :— 

In compliance with the resolution passed by the Council on the 
1lth of January, 1889, the committee present the following report of 
their proceedings from August 1, 1910 (up to which date their twenty- 
second report was made), to July 31, 1911. During that period the 
committee held 41 meetings, of which 20 were for general business and 
2L for hearing cases. Six cases occupied the whole or part of two 
or more sittings each. During the same period 63 applications were 
made to the committee. Of these six were applications by solicitors 
to have their names removed from the roll at their own request, with 
a view to their being called to the bar, or for other reasons. In each 
case the committee reported in favour of the application, which was 
thereupon granted by the Master of the Rolls. The remaining 57 
applications consisted of complaints against solicitors. Of these 33 
disclosed no case for inquiry; five were heard, explanations were 
given, and the committee were satisfied that there was no professional 
misconduct; four were, by leave of the committee, withdrawn, the 
committee, after hearing the parties, being satisfied that there was no 
professional misconduct; 13 were heard and reported on; two have 
not yet been heard by the committee. 

In one of the cases reported on the committee exonerated the 
solicitor. In the :emaining 12 cases they reported that the charges 
were wholly or partly proved, with the result that one solicitor was 
suspended from practising for a time and ordered to pay the costs; 
two cases were referred back to the committee for further 
inquiry; in two cases the court made no order except that the 
solicitor should pay the costs of the inquiry and of the appli- 
cation to the court; seven cases have been set down for hearing 
by the court, but have not yet been disposed of. One of the 
cases which was referred back to the committee has been 
further heard by them, and their further report is now awaiting hear- 
ing by the court; the other case has not yet been re-heard. At the 
date of the committee’s last annual report an appeal to the Court of 
Appeal had been entered by one of the solicitors against whom an 
order suspending him from practising had been made by the Divi- 
sional Court. The appeal has since been heard, with the result that 
the Court of Appeal remitted the order as to suspension and varied 
the order as to payment of costs by relieving the respondent from 
payment of a portion of the applicant’s costs of the inquiry. The two 
cases which were pending before the committee when their last annual 
report was made were heard in due course. The committee in each 
case reported adversely to the solicitor, with the result that in one 
case the court ordered that the solicitor should be suspended from 
practising for twelve months and pay the costs of the inquiry before 
the committee and of the application to the court, and in the other 
case no order was made except that the solicitor should pay the costs 
of the inquiry and application. In the committee’s last annual report 
one case relating to two solicitors was stated to be awaiting hearing 
by the court. One of the solicitors died before the motion was reached, 
and the other, having been tried and convicted on a criminal charge, 
was sentenced to a term of imprisonment, his name being subsequently 
struck off the roll on that ground. In these circumstances the com- 
mittee’s report was not heard by the court. The committee have in 
ten cases considered applications for payment to complainants out of 
the funds of the society of costs amounting in the aggregate to 
£1,414 1s. 11d., and in exercise of the discretion entrusted to them 
they have in nine of those cases recommended payment of an aggregate 
sum of £862 18s. 3d. in respect of taxed costs which as delivered 
amounted to £931 11s. 5d. In the other case the costs were delivered 
at £482 10s. 6d., but the applicant had failed at thea hearing to prove 
professional misconduct on the part of the solicitor, and the committee 
did not feel justified in recommending that the Law Society should bear 
any part of the exp2nse. Three members of the committee, viz, Mr. 
Budd, Mr. Ellett, and Mr. Beale, have acted in rotation as chairmen 
of the committee for three months at a time each. 

On behalf of the Committe, 
J. W. Brop, Chairman. 

Law Society’s Hall, October 19th, 1911. 


(From the Taw Society's Gazette.) 





Incorporated Leeds Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee of this 
society :— ; 

Members.—Three new members have been elected during the year. 
The present number of members of the society is 153, and of library 
subscribers (under Rules 3 and 4) nine. one 

Lend Transfer.—The chief event of the year has been the iseuing 
of the report of the Royal Commission, which justifies the Law Soviety’s 
opposition to the system inasmuch as after thirteen years working, 
and the issue of three, if not four, different sets of rules, the Commis- 
sioners reported the system to be imperfect, and refused to recommend 
its extension in ite present form, adding, that the system should be 
amended according to their recommendations, and if, after sufficient 
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experience, the amended system be found to work satisfactorily in the 
existing compulsory area, Parliament be invited to consider the gradual 
extension of compulsion to the rest of the country. It is believed that 
the Government have a Bill already in draft, but whether such Bill is 
merely to carry out the recommendations of the Commission or not 
remains to be seen. Your committee are strongly of opinion :—1. That 
the Commission having so reported, any further extension of the com- 


pulsory area should be strongly resisted, until the amended system has | 


been shown to be a success to an impartial commission, aft«r an 
extended trial and sufficient experience of such amended system in the 
existing compulsory area. 2. That whilst the committee favours the 
general simplification of title to land wherever possible, and particularly 
in connection with a system of registration of deeds, such as is in use 
in Yorkshire, in which the Registrar’s duties are purely ministerial, 
they consider it better to defer any concrete suggestion until they have 
had an opportunity of considering the proposed Bill. The Royal Com 
mission suggested that the application of a further extension of the 
compulsory area should be left to the Privy Council. The efforts of the 
Land Registry to get any further county to adopt the compulsory pro 
visions of the Act have been totally unsuccessful, although the 
Commissioners caused a circular to be sent to every county and county 
borough council in England and Wales, intimating their willingness to 
consider applications either from representative bodies or from indi 
viduals acquainted with the subject should they wish to express their 
evidence tendered in response to this appeal was 
that of Mr. W. V. Dixon, the deputy clerk of the County Council of 
the West Riding of Yorkshire, who attended before the Commission 
and who insisted that county councils must have the deciding voice 
as to applying the Land Transfer Acts, and that they would object 
to being tacked on to the London Registry. Your committee therefore 
are further strongly of opinion :—3. That opposition should be offered 
to any Bill designed to take away the right of the county councils to 
determine whether or not the present or any system of compulsory 
registration of title shall be established in their counties. 

The County Courts Bill, 1911.—This Bill embodies many reforms in 
county court procedure with which the committee are in agreement. 
Among these reforms may be mentioned :—1l. The conferring upon 
county courts of a jurisdiction unlimited in amount, subject in the 
cages exceeding the present jurisdiction to the right of defendants to 
removal to the High Court. 2. The extension of 
jurisdiction in Probate cases and under the Lunacy Acts. 3. The ex- 
tension of the jurisdiction of registrars. 4. Provision for the making 
of rules to institute a summary method of procedure analogous to that 
under order 14 of the High Court Rules. 5. Powers enabling the 
county court judges to transfer cases from one county court to another. 
6. Examination of witnesses abroad. 7. The allowance of interest on 
judgment debts. 8. Representation of solicitors on the rule com 
mittee. In regard to the extended jurisdiction, it will be remembered 
what happened on the discussion of a similar clause in the Bill of 1909 
when it was proposed to give to the Bar exclusive rights of audience 
in cases over £100. The Committee strongly supported the recom 
mendation in the annual report of the council of the Law Society that 
whatever may be the jurisdiction of the county court the right of soli 
citors to audience in those courts should be maintained. The com 
mittee are also of opinion that any action involving £50 or upwards is 
of sufficient importance to one party or the other to justify an appeal 
on questions of fact or mixed questions of fact and law as well as on 
law only, and they further think the same right of appeal should be 
given in cases under £50 by special leave of the judge. They also 
consider that appeals should be as heretofore to divisional courts, in 
stead of to one judge of the high court only as provided by the Bill. 
The committee also think an opportunity should be taken to confer 
upon county courts jurisdiction in respect of claims to possession of 
land. In many instances where possession is claimed of small holdings 
the machinery of the high court is cumbersome and expensive, and 
the fact that no other remedy is afforded has a tendency to lead to 
breaches of the peace. They also think that county court procedure 
with regard to interpleader should be assimilated to that of the high 
court so as to enable a party to interplead where threatened with 
adverse claims although no proceedings have actually been taken 
against him. The committee also think that power should be given to 
the judge to increase the solicitor advocates’ fees in all cases seriously 
fought where at present the scale is quite inadequate. They also oppose 
the proposed altefation of qualification for the office of county court 
registrar, and are strongly of opinion that the offices of district regis- 
trar and county court registrar should be filled by solicitors only, and 
they consider that the rule committee should have a much larger 
represe ntation of solicitors on its body. ; 


views. The ouly 


have an order of 





Lord Rendlesham, who died recently, was, says a writer in the 
Globe, a grandson of Peter Thellusson, whose eccentric will helped to 
mould the English law as to accumulation fand, we may add, attained 
celebrity by having his name attached to the Act, passed in 1800, 
restraining accumulation by will]. 

The ancient ceremony of taking wroth silver for the Earl of Dalkeith, 
as lord of the manor of the Hundred of Ryton-on-Dunsmore, Warwick 
shire, was. says the Hvening Standard, observed on Saturday at 
twilight. : 
placed in a hollow stone, after the agant of the manor had read “the 
charter of assembly” calling for payment of the tribute. The total 
sum collected was about 9e, 


The small sums collected from twenty-seven parishes were | 





Law Students’ Journal. 


The King Edward VII. Legal Research 
Scholarship. 


The King Edward VII. Scholarship for Legal Study and Research, 
of the annual value of 100 guineas, established as a memorial of his 
late Majesty, and open to all barristers of the Middle Temple, has 
been awarded as from the anniversary of King Edward’s birth to 
Mr. J. E. G. de Montmorency, M.A., LL.B., of St. Peter’s College, 
Cambridge, barrister-at-law of the Middle Temple, and assistant 
secretary to the Royal Commission on Divorce. The subject for 
research in the present year is “The Principles for an International 
Code of Marriage Law.” 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—Nov. 14.—Chairman, Mr. P. B. 
Skeels.—The subject for debate was :—‘‘ That the case of Ranson v. 
Platt (1911, 2 K. B. 291) was wrongly decided.” Mr. F. G. Enness 
opened in the affirmative, Mr. R. H. Willcocks seconded in the 
affirmative; Mr. E. H. Coe opened in the negative, Mr. E. D. Shearn 

in the negative. The following members continued the 
-~Messrs. W. S. Meeke, R. T. Davies, W. M. Pleadwell 
G. Batley, J. 8S. C. King. The motion was lost by eleven 


seconded 
debate : 
Paice, C. 
votes. 
BrrmincHAM Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 14.—Mr. A. Ward in 
the chair.—The following moot point was debated :—‘‘ Viator arrives 
at a station on the Great Southern Railway, intending to travel by the 
train advertised in the company’s timetables to start at 8.16 a.m. The 
station master informs Viator that no such train will start, owing to 
the men having that morning gone out on strike. Viator, being under 
urgent necessity to arrive at his destination at the earliest possible 
moment, hires a motor-car, for which he pays 20 guineas. Can he 
recover this amount from the company?’’ Mr. W. J. Blackham opened 
in the affirmative, and was supported by Messrs. G. H. Willcox, 
E. C. G. Clarke, R. W. Frazier, J. D. Evans, H. S. Brookes, T. H. 
Knight, and A. J. Adams. Mr. A. J. Hatwell opened in the negative, 
and was supported by Messrs. A. J. Long, J. Taylor, H. Cooke, T. H. 
Ekins, B. B. Davis, W. D. Clark, D. A. Daniels, Maurice T. Clutter- 
buck, and T. G. Mander. After the openers had replied, the chair- 
man summed up, and on the question being put to the meeting the 
voting resulted :—For the affirmative, eight; for the negative, ten. 
hearty vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding terminated the 


proc eedings. 


Mr. W. Scadding. 


We regret to announce the death, on the 3let ult., of Mr. Walter 
Scadding, solicitor, clerk to the St. Pancras Justices of the Peace. 
Mr. Scadding was admitted in 1855, and in June, 1863, was appointed, 
in conjunction with his father, clerk to the Justices of St. Pancras, 
and in the vear 1885 also became clerk to the Justices for the Holborn 
Divisione He occupied for nearly fifty years the post of clerk to the 
Licensing Justices of St. Pancras. He was a member of the committee 
of the St. Pancras and Northern Dispensary, Euston-road, and for 
the past, nine years had been the treasurer of that institution. At the 
Licensing Court, at the Town Hall, on the Ist inst., the chairman, Mr. 
Edmund Barnes, D.L., paid tribute to the sound legal advice and 
assistance the deceased gentleman always tendered to the bench, and 
his accessibility and courtesy to all having business there. This tribute 
was joined in by the barristers and solicitors practising at the court. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Israet ALEXANDER Symmons, LL.B., barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed a Metropolitan Police Magistrate in the place of the late 


Mr. E. H. Pickersgill. Mr. Symmons was called to the bar in 1885, 
and has practised on the Midland Circuit and at the Central Criminal 
Court. 

Mr. A. P. Lonostarrr, barrister-at-law, who has been appointed 
Judge of County Courts Circuit No. 12, including Dewsbury, Halifax, 
and Huddersfield, was called to the bar in 1880, and has practised on 
the North-eastern Circuit. 

Mr. ALexanperR Gen, K.C., has been elected a Master of the Bench 
of the Middle Temple. 

Mr. A. W. TrmereELt, solicitor, of the firm of Timbrell and Deighton, 
of 44, King William-street, London, has been nominated by Sir John 
Knill, Bart., as the Deputy-Alderman of Bridge. 

Mr. Epmunp Rosert Bartiey Denniss, barrister-at-law, who has 
been elected Member of Parliament for Oldham. was called to the 
bar in 1879, and has practised on the Northern Circuit. 

Mr. CHatton Husparp, of 34, Bloomsbury-square, W.C., solicitor, 
J.P., has been appointed Mayor of Southend-on-Sea, Essex, 
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Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Dissolutions. 


AtrreD JosePH ARTHY and Francis Tempter FisHER, solicitors 
(Arthy & Fisher), Southend-on-Sea. Sept. 15. [Gazette, Nov. 10. 


Octavius Eppison and Cartes Lupton, solicitors (Nelson, 
Eddisons, & Lupton), Leeds. Aug. 31. The said Charles Lupton will 
continue to carry on the said business under the old name and at the 
old address ; the said Octavius Eddison having retired from practising 
as a solicitor, 

Hvusert Frepric WINTERBOTHAM and ALEXANDER FRASER EVERETT, 
solicitors (Winterbotham & Everett), Bank-chambers, Replingham-road, 
Southfields, London. Nov. 15. [Gazette, Nov. 14. 


Information Required. 


LOUISA A. GRIGGS, deceased, 75, Hills-road, Cambridge.— 
Solicitors or others having the will of the above, or any knowledge of 
a will being in existence, please communicate with A. B., 3, Camden- 
place, Cambridge. 


General. 


In Committee of the House of Lords on Tuesday, the clauses of 
the Copyright Bill up to, and including Clause 11, were agreed to. 
The remaining clauses were passed on Wednesday. 


Mr. A. E. Gill has, says the 7Z'imes, taken his seat at the Thames 
Police Court, and it is expected that Mr. Symmons will take his seat at 
the Greenwich and Woolwich Courts, at which he is to be junior 
magistrate. 


On the 10th inst., at the Central Criminal Court, counsel said that 
the Grand Jury had thrown out a Bill for manslaughter, and he did 
not propose to offer any evidence. Mr. Justice Grantham expressed 
his concurrence in that course, and added that they heard a great 
deal nowadays about the uselessness of Grand Juries, but he found 
here, as elsewhere, that there were many instances in which the Grand 
Jury, by throwing out a bill, saved men from being put on trial or 
serious charges. In his opinion the Grand Jury were quite right in 
throwing out this bill. Counsel for the defence said the defendant 
was not represented at the inquest, but was before the magistrate 
and consequently when the witnesses were called before the Grand 
Jury they saw the real facts and threw out the bill. Mr. Justice 
Grantham said that that shewed the value of the Grand Jury. In- 
quests must be held quickly, and it stood to reason that they could 
not get all the evidence at once, the result being that a case might 
bear at first a bad complexion which it did not warrant. 


In returning thanks for the toast of “The Bench of England,” at 
the Mansion House dinner, the Master of the Rolls said the business 
of the courts is now in a satisfactory condition—satisfactory so far as 
arrears are concerned. Some two or three years ago the arrears were 
in a condition of which we were all rather ashamed; but thanks 
mainly to the addition of two judges to the Bench, I am happy now 
to say that the doors are open, and there is no block of any kind. 
There has been a tendency in recent years to remove from the courts 
matters which properly belong to them, and entrust them to Govern- 
ment Departments. I venture to think that is a great mistake. What 
is tha meaning or the value of a decision arrived at in a secret 
conclave, withovt argument, withovt discussion, without reasons 
assigned, in a Government office? How can that compare with a 
decision given in open court, after arguments with reasons 
assigned and under the criticism and under the searchlight of the 
great profession so ably represented by my learned fri2nd the Solicitor- 
General? I think I know which of those two proceedings is likely 
to be most favoured in the City of London. I depracate the encroach- 
ment of the Executive upon the judiciary. 


At the Central Criminal Court, on the 12th inst., says the T'imes. 
before the Common Serjeant, Robert. Roughton was indicted on saveral 
counts under section 11, sub-section 15, of the Debtors Act. 1869, for 
pawning certain property which he had obtained on credit and _ not 
paid for. The counts did not allege that the prisoner was a trader 
or disposed of the goods otherwise than in the way of his trade. 
Counsel for the defence submitted that the counts disclosed no offence. 
as the sub-section related only to traders who pawned or disposed of 
property otherwise than in the wav of their trade. Counsel on behalf 
of the Director of Public Prosecutions said that the indictment had 
been purposely so framed to obtain a ruling on th> question, and 
m any contemplated revision of the law the Common Serieant’s ruling 
would guide the authorities. Mr. Bodkin argued that the distinction 
between traders and others had been abolished bv subsequent Acts 
of Parliament, and that by the Bonkruptcy Act, 1883, section 163, sub- 
rection 2, it was provided that the 11th section of the Debtors Act, 
1869, applied to persons, whether traders or not. The Common 
Serjeant held that though section 11 of the Debtors Act applied to 
all persons, the offence specified in sub-section 15 was confined to 
traders dealing with property otherwise than in the way of their 
trader He therefore quashed all the counts objected to, 





Writing about the new large scale maps issued last week by the 
Ordnance Department, the Evening Standard says they have a scale of 
fifty inches to the mile, twice the dimensions of anything previously 
issued for urban districts. Their express purpose is that of assistance 
in land valuation. There are several new features. Not only is each 
individual house represented on such a scale that its dimensions can 
be reasonably gauged, but the nature of the trees grown in any 
field or woodland is clearly indicated. Previously, on the 25-inch 
map, trees were ‘divided into coniferous and deciduous—now indi- 
vidual varieties may be identified. The slightest depressions are care- 
fully shewn, and a “bracket” indicates the inclusion of a pond or 
footpath in a specified acreage. Rough pasture, marsh, and furze are 
all distinguishable. The assistance afforded by these new maps for 
valuation purposes is obvious. They are not only charts, but records 
in embryo. Land carrying larch trees to-day will receive different 
treatment from the valuers in years to come if found to be planted 
with young oak or elm. If there is any dispute, reference will be 
made to the 50-inch map of 1911. 


In the House of Commons, on the 13th inst., Sir G. Baring asked 
the Attorney-General whether his attention had been drawn to the 
remarks of the judges of the Court of Criminal Appeal in the recent 
case of R, v. Hllsom, in which they regretted that they had no power 
under the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, to order a new trial, but were 
compelled simply to quash the conviction in all cases where they 
decided that it had been wrongfully obtained, even though the wrong 
were only technical; and whether, seeing that the same opinion had 
been expressed on many occasions by the judges of the Criminal Appeal 
Court, his Majesty’s Government would consider the propriety of 
passing a short amending Act, to give the Court the necessary 
power to grant a new trial in appropriate cases. The 
Attorney-General said: There is no difficulty with regard to this 
matter if there is merely a technical question involved, because in 
the Act it is expressed that a technicality shall not avail. But in th's 
particular case the question involved was a very serious one and went 
to the merits and root of the matter. The proposal to introduce 
legislation is now under the consideration of the Government. 


In the House of Commons last week, Mr. Newman asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to give the numbers and total salaries of 
the valuers and their staffs in the fourteen principal districts into 
which Great Britain has been divided for the assessment and collection 
of land value duties, as on October 31st: and an estimate of the 
aditional cost of stationery, postage. and rent of offices. Mr. M‘Kinnon 
Wood for Mr. Lloyd George replied “that the numbers and total 
salaries of the valuation staff in England, Scotland, and Wales, as 


on October 3lst, 1911, were :— 
Salaries 


Nos. ner ann. 
Valuers (rermanent and temporary) ... ‘4 Shee £260 .000 
Technical Assistants (permanent and temporary) 18 £2 BRO 
Dranughtsmen (temporary) ite ; “ 198 £12,600 
Clerks (temporary) ei ; 1,001 £47,900 


Total 2.301 £323,380 


“Tt is not possible to give any close estimate of the cost of postage. 
but during the twelve months ended September 30th the cost did not 
amount. to £22.000. The rent of valuers’ offices on Octoher 41st was 
approximately £13,500. The cost of stationery from April Ist to 
October 31st, 1911, was about £9,800.” 








Royat Nava Cor.ecr, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for “ How to 
Become a Naval Officer” (with an introductien by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an_ illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvr.] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reoistears 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Everemycy Aprrat Court Mr.Justice Mr. Justice 

Date. Rota, No, 2. Joyor. Swinvew Eapy. 

Mr Boal 
Greswell 


Monday Nov- 20 Mr Goldschmidt Mr Greawa!l Mr Church 
21 
Goldschmidt 


Tuesday Svnge Goldschmidt Theed 
Wednesday Church Synge Bloxam 
Thursday .. ... 2 Theed Church Farmer 
Friday Bloxam Theed Leach 
Saturday Farmer Bloxam Borrer 
Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Date. Wanrrinotox. NEVILLE. Parkes, Eve, 





Monday Nov. 20 Mr Farmer Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Berrer 
Tuesday ...0.... 21 Leach Charch Farmec Beal 
Wedreeday..... Borrer Theed Leach 

Thursday Beal Bloxam Borrer 


Friday ... Greswell Farmer 
Goldschmidt Leach 


Greawell 
Goldschmidt 


Real Bynge 
Greswell Chureh 





Nov. 18, 1911. 











The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Nov. 21,—Mesars. Danewnim, Tewsor, Ricnanvsow & Co, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Properties and Building Sites, &. (see advertisement, page xv, Oct. 28). 

Nov. 23.—Mesers, Evtis & Som, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Premises (see advertise- 
ment, back page. thia week). 

Nov. 23.—Meears. Suacurzice, Avuzw & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Investment 
(see advertisement, page 24, Oct. 28). 

Nov. 28.—Mersrs. Vewrom, Butt & Cooper, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, Oct. 21 and Nov. 4). 

Nov. 28.—Messre. Tavraoop & Maarts, at the Mart, at 3: Freehold Ground Rents, 
Leasehold Houses, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Dec. 6.— Messrs. Epwiw Fox, Bousrietp, Burwetrs, & Bavpe ey, at the Mart at 2: 
Freehold Property (see advertisement, back page, this week). 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Nov. 10, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Lrutrep in Omancerey. 


AMERICAN ROLLER RINK (NORTHAMPTON), LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 9, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James McClintock McIntosh, Cadogan chmbrs, 6, Cherry st, Birmingham, liquidator. 

ELecTRA House (BeLrast), Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 6, directed to be 
heard Nov 21. Wells & Sons, 17, Paternoster row, solors for the petnr. Notice of 
sppeestag must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Nov ZW. 

HARRY CRossLeY & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send in 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Wilfrid Dunn, 
7, Parkinson's chmbrs, Hustler gt, Bradford, liquidator 

JOHN LeB & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 1, to send their names 
and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Edgar Wilfred Shaw, 22, 
Silver st, Hull Reed, Hull, s lor for liquidator 

MAIKOP EUROPEAN AND GENERAL OIL Trust, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Nov 3, directed to be heard Nov 21 Percy Rawle Gibbs, 12 & 13, Henrietta st, 
Covent Garden, solor for the petnr. Nocice of appearing must reach the above named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 20. 

MID-EAST KUBBER INVESTMENTS, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 9, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or ciaims, to Jonn Douglas Broad and Montague John Battye, 1, Wal- 
brook. Mayo & Co, Drapers’ gdns, solors for the liquidators. 

MIDLAND CAMERA Co, LtD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors ara req ired, on or 
before Dec 20 to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims to George Hammond Fookes, 153-55, Leadenhali st, liquidator. 

ROCHDALE, COTTON BAND Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to John Rhodes, The Walk, Rochdale. Jackson & Co, 
Rochdale, solors for the liquidator. 


London Gazette,—TUESDAY, Nov. 14 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitsp 1m Omanoner. 


EK. Boyse, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 15, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Graham Poppleton, 
26, Corporation st, Birmingham, liquidator. 

EAST INDIES SYNDICATE, LTD.—Crcditurs are r- quired, on or before Dec 8, to send th-is 
names and address, ani the particulars of their debts or claims, to David Bryce, 
c.o. Hall & Co, 38, St Swithin’s In, liquidator. 

GALLE SYNDICATE, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 28, 
vo send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Evelyn Henry Raynward Trenow, Balfour House, Finsbury pvmt, liquidator. 

TrRIST PIANO PLAYER, LtTD—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims,to Frank Rowley, 
34-36, Gresham st, City 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette,.—FRIDAY, Nov. 10. 


TINPLATE DECORATING Co, LTD. 

RALPH ALLINSON & BONS, LTD. 

YKOVIL AND WESTERN COUNTIES LAND AND INVESTMENT CORPORATION, LTD. 
T. M. S¥YNvICATE, LtD. 

* JoHN BULL” Foops, LTD. 

ANGLO-COLONIAL MERCHANTS LTD. 

KENNEDY'S LTD. 

¥. W. MILDRED LTD. 

MEROANTILE & INDUSTRIAL TRUST Co, LTD. 
WILDINGS LTD 

PROMENADE (CLEETHORPES) AMUSEMENTS LTD, 
LEON SYNDICATE LTD. 

PREMIER RUBBER & OIL DEVELOPMENT TRUST LD. 
EGyrTiAN BALL ELECTRIC THEATRE, LTD. 

UNITED STATES WHEKL AND Kim Co, LTD. 
HOLROYD BARKER, LTD. 

FLORENCE GOLD MINES, LTD. 

MICHEL PALMER & Co, LTD. 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Nov. 14. 


ALBION CONTRACT SYNDICATE, LTD. 

J. ROTHSCHILD & FILS, LTD. 

BURMA DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE LTD. (Reconstruction). 
East INDIES SYNDICATE LTD. 

CHARLES H. PARKER, LTD. 

J. W. Kenton & Newton, Ltp. 

STOCK LAN# SPINNING Co, LTD. 
MIDDLESBROUGH STeAMsAIP Co, LTD. 

H, CHARLES KUSSELL & Co, LTD. 

GALLE SYNDICATE, Lrp. 

INDIAN FISHERIES Co, LTD. 

“ ARGYLLS HULL,” Lp. 

L. UPPENHEIM & Co, or New York, Lp. 
IMESON, FIncH, & Co, Lp. 

ERNEST J. BOLTON & Co, LTD. 
ROTALITHO, LTD. 

ALKURIS, LTD. 
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PENTWYN BLACK VEIN COLLIERIES Co, LTD. (Reconstruction), 
LEATHER REINFORCING PATENTS, LTD. 

CERES, LTD. 

LEVENSHULME LIBERAL CLUB Co, LTD, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fatpar, Nov. 10. 


Hoes, Rocer, Bala, Merioneth Dac 14 Hewart v Jones, Joyce, J TD Jones & 
Co, Fleet st 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Noy. 14. 


Rousset, Kars Muvyrs, Ha'staad, Kent Dec 13 Jones vy Attorney-Gonera'’, Master 
Satow Ruesell, Norfolk st, Strand 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRiDAY, Nov. 10. 


BARBER, ELEANOR, Siddington, nr Chelford, Chester Dec 9 Hand, Macclesfield 

BARKER, HENRY KING WILLIAM, Bishopston, Bristol Dec 11 Barker, Bristol 

BATESON, JOHN, Liverpool, Paper Merchant Dec1l Pemberton, Liverpool 

BROOKES, RICHAKD GINDER, Manches'er Nov 30 Lee & Co, Manchester 

BURGOYNE, ROBERT, Harley st Dec 16 Burgoynes & Co, Oxford st 

BURROUGH, HUBERT AUSTIN RoGERS,Copthall ct Dec 15 Bristows & Co, Copthall 
bldgs 

CHALKE, HENRY JAMES, San Sebastian, Spain Feb 15 Wood & Co, Great James st 

Co K, RoBERT, Clayton le Woods, Lancs Nev 24 Gowling & Worthington, Preston 

DAWE, JOHN NANSCAWEN, Walsall Jani Evans, Walsall 

DIGGLES. MARIA ANN NEWTON, Queen's gate, Hyde Park Dec 18 Diggles & Ogden, 
Manchester 

DONCASTER, JAMES BEARDOE, Bournemouth Dec16 Hodgkinson & Beevor, Newark on 
Trent 

DouGHTY, ELIZABETH, Swinton, nr Manchester Dec12 Taylor & Co, Manchester 

Drossos, JOHN MICHAEL, Athens, Greece, Merchant Dec 22 Pu.iyne & Co, Manchester 

EvGINGTON, WILLIAM, Purley, Surrey Deci1l Martin & Nicholson, Queen st 

ELLsTOX, ALBERT JONES, King’s av, Clapham Park Dec 22 Brooks & Heller, Upper 
rhames -t 

ENGLAND, RICHARD AYRTON, Cotehill, Cumberland Dec 23 Denison, Leeds 

FELLOWS, WILLIAMS, Marriott rd,Isl.ngton Dec 31 Giddins, Abcharch House, Sher- 
bourne In 

FLETCHER, HANSON, Middleton, Lancs, Druggist Dec7 Ashcroft & Co, Oldham 

FRANK, FREDERICK BACON, Campsall Park, nr Doncaster Dec 31 Merriman & Co, 
King’s tench walk, Temple 

GLENN, CHARLOTTE KATE BROWNING, Watford Dec14 Baileys & Co, Berners st 

GOLDSMITH, JAMES, Portsmouth Dec 15 Hallard & Son, Portsmouth 

GOWLING, JOHN, Preston, Solicitor Nov 24 Gowling & Worthington, Preston 

HAMPTON, WILLIAM, Oakhill rd, Putney Dec 20 Burton & Son, Bank Chambers 
Blacktriurs rd 

HANINGTON, ANN, Southfields, Surrey Dec 5 Poole & Robinson, Union ct, Old 
Broad st 

HART, JAMES, Milford Haven, Pembroke, Licensed Victualler Dec 10 Evans & Wil- 
liams, Haverfordwest 

HARTLEY, MARY JANE, Southport Dec 23 Fletcher & Fletcher, Southport 

HoLe, ELIZABETH, and MARTHA FRIEND, Pinhoe, Devon Dec 11 Partridge & Cockram, 
Tiverton 

HUSTWICK, FRED MiTcHueLL, Hulme, Manchester, Journeyman Joiner Dec 18 Hutch- 
inson & Sons, Bradford 

LASKEY, MARK HENRY, South Hampstead Dec 21 Foord & Son, Eastcheap 

MARSDEN, EDGAR MELANCTHON, Bingley, Yorks, Manu‘acturer Dec1l Bingham & Co, 
Manchester 

Moore, MARY ANN, Aby, Linco'n Dec 12 Barker, Gt Grimsby 

NEALOR, EMMA, Linden gdus, Kensington Dec 8 Bird, Young st, Kensington 

NEWSOME, MYERS, Carlinghow, Batley, Yorks, Mill Engineer Dec9 Craik, Batley 

PICKERING, JOHN THOMAS, Higher Broughton, Salford Nov 30 Lee & Co, Manchester 

ROBINSON, ANNIE, Shipley, Yorks, Cab Driver Nov 30 Atkinson, Shipley 

ROSESHEIM, MAX, Belsize Park gdns, Hampstead Dec 18 Goldberg & Co, West st, 
Finsbury cir 

RUSSELL, EMMA SUSAN DURRANT, Grays, Essex Decll Smith & Smyth, Aldersgate st 

SAMPSON, RACHEL, Eigin av, Maida Vale Dec 14 Goulty & Good’ellow, Manchester 

STONE, SARAH, Deal, Kent Dec10 Brown & Brown, Deal 

TARRATT, Mary ANN, East Stonehouse, Devon Dec 2 Rodd, East Stonehouse 

THA, MAUNG CHAN, Littlehampton January1 Andrew & Co, Great James st 

TIDYMAN, JOHN, Bellerby, Yorks Nov 30 Chapman & Wilkinson, Leyburn SO, Yorks 

WALKER, HENRY, Hove, Sussex Jan1 Cook & Co, Scarborough 

WHITE, CHARLES, Birmingham Dec 14 Frost, Birmingham 

WILKINS, WALT&R, Marnhul!l, Dorset, Builder Dec 12 Freame & Co, Gillingham, 
Dorset 

WooLiscrorT, FANNY DINAH, Grassendale, Lancaster Dec 20 Norton & Howe, Man- 
chester 

WooDHEAD, SARAH, Eaglescliffe Junction, Durham Dec 20 Faber & Co, Stockton on 


Tees 

Wricnut, Joun, High Legh, nr Knutsford, Chester, Farmer Dec 2 Higham & Uo 
Mauchester 

WRIGHT, WILLIAM JAMES, Everton, Liverpool, Chemist Dec 15 Frodsham, St Helens 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 14, 


ARTHUR, CAROLINE MARIA, Manchester, Milliner Dec 27 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

BARRET?, EpvGar, York, Gentleman's Servant Dec 13 EJ& A Peters, York 

BEAN, HENRY Lucas, Weston super Mare Nov 30 Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 

BELL, DAVID, Bolton Dec 30 Winders, Bolton 

BRITON, GEORGE, Cwm Celyn, Blaina, Mon Nov 30 Shepard, Tredegar 

BROWN, RICHARD GAKLICK, Little Somerford, Wilts Dec 22 Kinneir & Co, Swindon 

BURNE, HENRY HOLLAND, Bath Dec23 Macdonald & Lougries, t 

COCHRANE, Hon ADELA CHARLOTTE, Carisbrooke, Isle of Wight D-c 9 Valpy & Co, 
Lincoln’s ino fields 

COLLIS, SAMUEL, Richmond, Surrey, Bricklayer Dec 25 Stunt & Son, Chelmsford 

Dows®, ELLEN JzeMIMA, Chubworthy st, New Cross Nov 27 Griffith & Gardiner, St 

S«ithin’s In 

DURHAM, CHRISTOPHER, Hitchin, Herts Dec 15 Barber & Blackburn, Harrogate 

Dyson, JOA, Berry Brow, Huddersneld Dec9 Sykes, Huddersfield 

EDWARDES, Col the Hon CUTHBERT ELLISON, Lancaster gt Dec 11 Tatham & Procter 
Lincoln inn fields 

Frou, Lucy, Eaton, Norwich Dec 16 Blyth, Norwich 

GRieG, RoBERT, Cannock, Staffs, Licensed Victualler Jan9 Evans, Walsall 
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Heap, MARY GILBERT, Weybridge Dec15 Rawlings & Rawlings, Gray's Ina sq 
HUMPHERY, PERCY ADOLPHUS, Bath Dec 23 MacDonald & Longrizg, Bath 
LorD, Davib, Armley, Leeis, Solicitor Dec11 Lord & Alcock, Leeds 

MARQUIS, HENRY, Huacoat Dec 31 Sharp'es & Son, Accrington 

MAUNDRELL, JANE, Quobbs, nr Calne, Wilts Dec 9 yaw ot & Son, Calne, Wilts 


MILLS, SARAH ELLEN, East Orange, New Jersey, USA Dec 27 


MYERS, FREDERICK JAQvEs, Charlton, Northampton Dec 3 Field & Co, Liverpool 
NICHOLSON, THOMAS DICKINSON, Clifton, Bristol Dec 21 Evans & Taylor, Bristol 
Pacey, GEORGE, Sheffield Dec 25 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
PuUNOH, JANE, Middlesbrough Dec t Punch & Robson, Middlesbrough 
PurRDY, MARY ELIZABETH, Liverpool Dec9 Whitley & Co, Liverpoo! 

Dec 1 Hodgson, Barrow in Furness 


RAINFORD, THOMAS, Barrow in Furness 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Faivay, Nov. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| Strerros, 


Atssuey, Lavcoaiin Micnargy Lorutan, and Wasnixeton 


Arsstey, Aln North vumberland, General 


rehants Newcastle upon Tyne 


Atvenstrin and Oxy, Princelet st, Spitalfields, Box Manu- 
facturers High Court Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 6 

Basssa, Samugz, Old Broad st High Court Pet Oct 20 

nd Nov7 

mene, Jenn Henry Percy, Regent st High Court 
Pet Sept 7 Ord Nov7 

Borp, Wiit1am James, New Sawley, Derby, Railway Clerk 
Derby Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Bone, Gronoe, Llanedwen, Anglesey, Licensed Victualler 
Bangor Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Coruiws, Cuarntes Moaris, Burston, Stafford, 
chant Stafford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 

Daz, Frask Epwakp, Snodland, ae Pork Butcher 
Maidstone Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 

Davies, Evisas, Ffriih, Flint, kabeone 


Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 
Demery, D L, King’sCross High Court Pet July 21 Ord 


Nov 

De Nevt, Henat, Cowley rd, Brixton High Court Pet 
Aug 156 Ord Nové 

Doxyx, Jouw Wrivtam, Grafton, Yorks, Horsebreaker York 
Pet Noy 7 Ord Nov 7 

Dursais, James McDowa.p, Southend on Sea, Commercial! 
Buyer Chelmsford Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 

Fasanpises & Co, A, Manchester, Shipping Merchants 
Manchester Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 8 

Fauixner, Georce Assert, Leighton Buzzard, Cycle 
Maker Luton Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 

Garp, Witutiam Rosert Newsorp, Kingsley av, West 
Ealing, Electrician Brentford Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

Gersuunxy, Besst, Hunton st, Spitalfields High Court Pet 
Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 

Hvrcuinsoy, Atrrep Gorpon, Wakefield Wakefield Pet 
Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

wa Isaac, Reading, Tailor Reading Pet Nov7 Ord 

ov7 

James, Joux, Yoysybwl, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Pontypridd Pet Nov6é Ord Nové 

Kaaver, Josxeu, Moston, Manchester, Hair Dresser 
chester Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 8 

Lockyer, Witresp Sreraen, Winton, Bournemouth, Buil- 
der Poole Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 

Lucas, Reotnatp Hicks, Stretford, Lancs, Builder Sal- 
ford Pet Oct13 Ord Nové 

McA.uster, Henrzietts, Aww Kerr McAcuistex, and 
Masy MocAutister, Harrogate, Yorks, Spinsters 
York Pet vet 14 Ord Nov 6 

McGinty, Arntaur, Gee Cross, Hyde, 1 Grocer Ash- 
ton under Lyne Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 

Matiett, Water, Holbeach, Publican” King’s Lynn 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Maxwinc, Wittiam, Knowstone, nr South Molton, Herds- 
man Exeter Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Moat, AL¥arp, St James’ st, Westminster, Secretary High 
Court Pet Sept 22 Ord Nov 8 

Nicsorson, Wittiam Grorce, Queen’s Club gdns, West 
Kensington High Court Pet Augi15 Ord Nové 

Pricosuen, Banner, Aldgate av, Wholesale Manufacturing 
Furrier High Court Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 

Rooens, Joszsru, Ramagate Canterbury Pet Nov7 Ord 

ov7 

Ross, Atrxayper, and Haris Go.tppera, Leeds, Tailors 

Leeds Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 


Coal Mer- 


{Wrexham Pet 


Man- 


Pet Oct 20 Ord | 


mouth 


SHARP, EMILY ELIZABETH, 


Robinson, Black pool 
St Swithin’s In 


Scunthorpe 











Scort, Faepesicx, Headingley, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov 6 

SK1LLIsGron, Cart Gorpox, Wombwell, nor Barnsley, Yorks, 
Amusement Caterer Barnsley Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Tuomas, Landport, Portsmouth, General 
Dealer Portsmouth Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Viear, Leonarp Tuomas, Brighton, Furniture 
Brighton Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED 
DISMISSED. 

Wirsox, Witt Freperick, Mossbank, South Benfleet, 
Essex Chelmsford Pet Mar 7 Ord June 28 Rese 
& Dis Oct 23 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

ALLEnsteIn and Oxi, Princelet st, 
Manufacturers Nov 20 at 12 
Carey st 

Banrper, Samusz, Old Broad st Noy 21 at 1 
bldgs, Carey st 

Barceorr, Joan Henry Percy, Regent st Nov 21 at 11,30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Dave, Faank Evwarp, Ham hill, Snodland, Kent, Pork 
Butcher Nov22atil 9%, King st, Maidstone 

Demexy, D L, King’s Cross Noy 21 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey sc 

De Nevut, Heya, Cowley rd, Brixton Nov 
Bankruptcy blk Carey st 

Epmusps, Joseru Watrer, Kidderminster, Fish Dealer 
Nov 20 at 2.15 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

Ecatsorox, Josera, Middleton St. George, Durham, Wire 
Hauler Nov 2lat3 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

Evans, Davip, and Ettas Ricuarps, Abercsnon, Glam, 
Builders Nov 20 at 2.15 st Catherine's chmbrs, St 
Catherie st, Pontypridd 

Gersuuny, Besst, Hunton st, Spitalfields Nov 20 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Go.psretw, Natuan, Bootle, Lancs, Glass Merchant Novy 
21 at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Goopwix, Gaoroe Taomas, Rochford, Worcester, Farmer 
Nov 20 at 2.30 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

Hotvoway, Samugst Frepersicx, The Avenue, Bedford 
Park, Middlesex Medical Practitioner Nov 2v at 12 
Off Kec, 14, Bedford row 

Huroutssox, Atrarp Gorvon, Wakefield 
Tobacconist Nov 20at11 Off Rec, <1, King st, 


tield 
Lockyra, Witrrep Srersex, Winton, Bournemouth 
Nov, 20 at 3.39 Arcade chmbra (first floor), 


Builder 

Bournemouth 
nr Tiverton, Devon Herds- 
Off Rec 9, Bedford circus, 


Dealer 


AND PETILION 


Spitalfields, Box 
Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Bankruptcy 


22 at ll 


Formerly 
Wake 


Mawyine, Wituram, Oakford, 
man Nov 21 at 12.15 
Exeter 

Nicuo.sos, Witt1am Georor, Queen's Club gdaos, West 
Kensington Nov 20 at 11.30 Bankruptcy blags, 
Carey st 

Paicx, Isaac, Cilfrew, Glam, Tinhouse Fireman Nov 21 at 
1l Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary st, Swansea 

PariaossEN, Barnett, Aldgate av, Wholesale Manufacturing 
Furrier Nov 22at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Uarey st 

Pocu, Epwarp Evans, Baxton, Toy Dealer Nov 23 at 12 
Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Svoc’ port 

Raruargt, Hasey Lewis, South villas, Camden sq 
mercial Traveller Nov 22 at 11 Bankruptcy 
Carey st 

Ream, Joay, Oundle, Northampton, Saddler Nov 
Talbot Hotel, Oundle 

Rose, Avexayper, ind Hanis Goipsere, Leeds, Tailors 
Nov 20 at 11 Off Kec, 21, Bond st, Leeds 

Row ey, Norman, Wavertree, Liverpool, Coal Merchant 
Nov 2lat 11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Scort, Farperickx, Headingley, Leeds Nov 20 at 11.30 
Olf Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


Com- 
bid gs, 


20 at 12 


Reus, TERESA MIRIAM, Hove Dec 21 
RODGERS, THOMAS BROWNING, Teignmouth Dec 25 Hutchings & Kennaway, Teign- 


ROGERS, GEORGE PORTER, Plymouth, Warehouseman 
SCHWARZCHILD, ABIGAIL, Mildmay park Dec 15 
Great Queen st, 
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Mowll & Mowll, Dover 


Jan 31 Wilson, Plymouth 
Spyers & Sons, Austin Friars 


Kingsway Dec 11 Griffith & Gardiner, 


SHEPHERD, CHRISTOPHER, Stallingborough, Lincoln, Licensed Victualler Dec 14 Symes, 


TOWNSEND, WILLIAM, Upminster, Essex Novi13 Surridge & Mullis, Romford, Essex 
WATKIN, HARRIET, Sheffield Dec 15 
WILLIAMS, EMMA, Stonehouse, Gloucester Dec 8 


Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Bird, Young st, Kensington 


Sercux.y, Cuarues, Yaxley, Eye, Suffolk, Grocer Novy 21 
atl Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Sraerron, Tuomas, Landport, Portsmouth, Hants, General 
Dealer Nov 20 at 4 Off Kee, Cambridge Junction 
High st, Portsmouth 

Timpsaeit, Gsorox, Evanstown, Gilfach Goch, Glam, 
Colliery Surfaceman Nov 18 at 11 117, St Mary st 
Caruntt 

Unpearwoop, Powstt Cecit, Haylands, nr Ryde, I of W, 
Nov 20at12 Yelf's Hotel, Kydes, I of W 

Viear, Leonarp Tuomas, Brighton, Furniture Dealer 
Nov 18 at lL Off Kee, 12a, Marlborough pl, Bright: n 

WitiraMs, ARTHUR JOHN Me Ivox, St Weonards, Hereford, 
Butcher Nov isati2 vUtf Rec, 2, Offa st, Herefond 

Waricut, Francis, Buxton, Draper Nov 23atll Of Rec, 
6, Vernon st, Stockport 

ADJU DICATIONS. 

ALLeystein, Myre, and Davis Oxy, Princelet st, Spital- 
tields, Box Manufacturers High Court Pet Oct 18 
Ord Nov 8 

Bonp, Witttam James, New Sawley, Derby, Railway Clerk 
Derby Pet Novs Ord Novs 

Bons, Gevras, Lianedwen, Anglesey, Licensed Victualler 
Bangor Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 

Baows, KeainaLvy Duscay, Ironmonger ln 
Pet July6 Ord Nov7 

Buraace, Hensy Acraxp, Edeabridge, Kent, Builder.Tun 
bridge Wells Pet Ocs2 Ord Nov 8 

Cuamrion, W Weycanp, Broadway, Worcester 
Pet Uct 9 Oid Nov 6 

Dave, Faaxk Epwarp, Snodland, Kent, Pork Butcher 
Maidstoae Pet Nuv7 Urd Nov7 

Davies, Kuras, Ffrith, Fiiat, Labourer Wrexham fet 
Nov6é Ord Nov6 

Down, Joun Witiiam, Grafton, 
York Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 

Duruis, James McDonavp, Southend on .? Commercial 
Buyer Coelmsford vet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 

Fauckyer, Grosce ALBeart, — Buzzard, Cycle 
Maker Luton Pet Nov 7 U:d N 

Garp, WituamM Ropeat Newsorp, Singer av, West 
Kaliog, Miectrician Breatford Pet Nov s Ord 
Nov 5 

Geasuuny, Besst, Hunton st, 
Pet Nov 7 Urd Nov 7 

Houitoway, Samust Faepentox, The Avenue, Bedford 
Park, |Middix, Medical Practitioner Brentford Pet 
Oct 2 Ord Nov 7 

Hunter, Aatuvus sou. By, Horncastle, Lincoln, 
Loacoin Pet Oculi Ord Nov4 

Hurcuixsoy, ALFagp Guavox, Waketicld Wakefield Pet 


Nov6 Ord Nové6 
Jacoss, Isaac, Keading, Tailor Reading Pet Nov7 Ord 


Nov 7 

James, Jony, Ynysybwl, Glam, Licensed Victuallsr 
Pontypridd Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 6 

Kees_e, VHARLES, Bentley, Sutfulk, Farmer Ipswich Pet 
Uct 19 Ord Nov7 

Kraver, Joseru, Moston, Manchester, Hairdresser 
chester Pet Nov8 Urd Nov8 

Leonmens, Nicuocas Geonce Baawick, Wells st, Jermyn 
st, Motor Car Dealer High Court Pet April13 Ord 
Nov 8 

Lockyer, Witraep Sreragyx, Winton, 
Builder Poole Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 

Lyons, Faank Rosewt, High Holporn, Paper Maker's 
Agent High Court Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 6 

Matcerr, Waters, Holbeach, Publican King’s Lynu 
Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 

Manyise, Witiiam, Knowstone, or South Molton, Heids- 
man Exeter Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Roaeas, Joseru, Ramsgate Canterbury Pet Nov7 Ord 
Novy7 


High Court 


Worcester 


Yorks, Horse Bieaker 


Spitalfields High Court 


Merchant 


Man- 


Bournemouth, 
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Ross, Atexawper and Hanis Gotonenc, Leeds, Tailors 
s Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Scorr, Faepenicx, Headingley, Leeds Leeds 
Ord Nov 6 

Sxiutuinetow, Cart 
Amusement Caterer 
Nov 8 

Sraerrox, Taomas, Landport, Porteamouth, General Dealer 
Portemouth Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Tayvtor, Wiiutam, Shifnal, Salop, Farmer 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 6 

Viear, Leowarp Tuomas, Brighton, 
Brighton Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 8 


Pet Nov 6 


Gorvoxs, Wombwell, nr Barnsley, 
Barosley Pet Nov 8 Ord 


Shrewsbury 


Furniture Dealer 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Sept 19 : 


Cuaprrty, Atsert Antrave Surra, Isledon-road, Finsbury 
Park, Builder, High Court Pet Aug 9 Ord Sept 15 


Amended Notice substitated for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 31: 


Coorer, Wittram Faepertck and Wriiiam Ritey, Tam 
worth, Pork Butchers, Birmingham Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 27 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Hoop, James Luxx, Stanningley, York, Manufacturer's 
Manager Huddersfield Adjud Apml 12 Annul 
Oct 16 

Serey, Ricwarp 
Finings Manufacturer 
Annul Oct 27 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Nov 14, 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


ALLEN, ALFRED Henry, King’s Heath, Worcester, Blow 
Lamp Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Nov 9 Ord 
Nov 9 

APPLEBY, JAMES, Felling, Durham, Grocer 
upon Tyne Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov lv 

ARMSDEN, ALBERT EDWARD, Bedford, Butcher 
Pet Nov lv Ord Nov i0 

BALLARD, WILLIAM JOHN, and GzoRGE WILLIAM 
GORDON BALLARD, Bassett, Southampton, Builders 
Soutuampton Pet Nov lv Ord Nov 10 

BINNER, GEORGE, Beeston, Leeds Lecds Pet Nov 8 
Novs8 

BRowN, STEVENS ALFRED, Cliffe, Kent, 
Rochester Pet Nov 11 Ord Novll 

BULLIMAN, Tom, Leeds, Tal'or Leeds 
Nov 8 

CROMACK, WILLIAM 
Butcher Luton 

CURTIES, HENRY, 

Nov 9 

Loveury, JOHN JosErH, Sheffield, 

Sheffield Pet Oct 20 Vet Nov lu 

Dosson, CHRISTOPER, New Wortley Leeds 
Novll Ord Nov Il 

DoRAN, THOMAS L 
High Court Pet Oct 18 


Picxertoe, Lenton, Nottingham, Beer 
Nottingham Adjud May 23 


Newcastle 


Bedford 


Ord 
Hairdresser 
Pet Nov 8 Ord 
FRANCIS, 
Pet Nov 10 
Brighton Brighton 


Aspley Heath, Bedford, 
Ord Nov 10 
Pet Nov 9 Ord 


DE Estate Agent 


Leeds Pet 


Ord Nov 10 


DOVASTON, LKONARD, Nottinghaw, Commercial Traveller 


No:itingham Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 

DUNCAN, GEORGE 8, Church End, Finchley, Printer’s 
Engineer High Court Pet wct 12 Ord Nov lw 

GAMMAGE, HE\RY ADAM, Hereford, Plumber Hereford 
Pet Nov ll Ord Nov ll 

GOLDSMITH, WILLIAM NoRMAN, Chertsey, Surrey, Advertis- 
ing Canvatser Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov 9 Ord 
Nov ll 

GREEN, CHARLES 
Guildford 

GREEN, MARY 
Ord Nov? 

GRIFFIN, JAMES Epwarp, Charlbury, 
Oxford Pet Nov lu Ord Nov 10 

HOFFMEISTER, HARRY AUBREY, Ryde, Isleof Wight New 
port Pet Oct 27 Ord Novs 

JoHNSON, HENRY, Gun st, Spitalfields, Fancy Goods Manu 
facturer High Court PetNov9 Ord Nov® 

KING, GEORGE WILLIAM, West HMartl.pvol, Tobacconist 
Sunderiand Pet Nov8 O:d Novs 

KINSEY, FANNY, Derby Derby Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov9 

LaNk, 1 HOMAS, Chorley Lodge, nr Lichficld, Staffs, Farmer 
Walsall Pet sov¥ Ord Nov9 

MANSEL, ADA ALICB, Leeds, Widow 
Ord Nov 10 

MARLES, ARNOLD BERTRAM, Clifton, Bristol, Greengrocer 
Bris ol Pet ‘oviu Ord Nov 10 

PARRY, HENKY, Walton on Thames, Carman 
Surrey Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Prick, JoHN, Manchester, Coal Merchant 
Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov9 

Rouse, JOHN EDMUND, 
Leeds Pet Nov 9 

SCRIVEN, EUGENE U 
High Court 

SHAW, WILLIAM, 
Nov lv 

SHINGLER, GEORGE, Leicester, Plumber 
Nov® Ord Nov 9 

SMALLRIDGE, WILLIAM, Dunchideock, Devon, Smith 
ter Pec Nov 9 urd Novg 

STENNETT, ERNEST, Acrise, Kent, Farmer 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov il 

TILBROOK, WILLIAM HontToN, Snodland, Kent, Dairyman 
Maidstone Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

TONKS, 
vanizer Middlesbrough Pet Novy Ord Nov ¥ 

TYERMAN, JOS#rH, Great Ayton, York, Accountant's Clerk 
stockton on Tees Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM LEWIS, Caerphilly, Glam, Builder 
Pontypridd Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 9 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM HENRY, Swansea, Saddler Swansea 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Noy 10 

WYNNE, REGINALD, Winchester house, 
High Court Pet June 30 urd Nov9 


Henry, Aldershot, 
Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 
Jase, Falmouth Truro Pet 


Oxford, Farmer 


Leeds Pet Nov 19 


Kingston, 
Manchester 


Leeds, Commercial Traveller 

Urd Nov 10 

E, Gu ldhawk-road, 

Pet Sept 8 Ord Nov 9 
Lancaster Preston 


Hammersmith 


Pet Oct 27 Ord 
Liecester 


Exe- 


Old Broad st 





Abbey Hotel, Westminster Bridge rd | 


KINSEY, FANNY, 


Greengrocer, | 


Nov 9 


MoGINTY, ARTHUR, Hyde, Chesture, Grocer 


| RousE, 


SKILLINGTON, CARL GORDON, Wombwell, 
Pet 


Canterbury | 
| WILSON, 


Ww ow ” ‘ 7 vi 3 | | 
ILLIAM HENRY, Middlesbrough, Foreman Gal- | WILLIAMS, WILLIAM LEWIS, Caerphilly, Glam, Builder 


the London Gazette of Mar. 14, 1902 


BURROWS, CHARLES WILLIAM, Hindley, Lancs Wigan 
Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar 10 | 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

AINSLEY, LAUCHLIN MICHAEL LOTHIAN, and WASHINGTON | 
AINSLEY, Alnwick, Northumberland, General Mer- | 
chants Nov 22 at 230 Off Rec, 30, Mos ey st, New- 
castie upon Tyne 

ALLEN, ALFRED Henry, King's Heath, Worcester, Blow 
Lamp Manufacturer Nov 22 at 11.30 Ruskiu chmbrs, 
191, Corporativn st, Birmingham 

BALLARD, WILLIAM JOHN, and GEORGE WILLIAM GORDON 
BALLARD, Bassett, Southampton, Builders Nov 22 at 
ll Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

BINNER, GEORGE, Beeston, Leeds 
Rec, 24. Bond st, Leeds 

BOND, WILLIAM JAMES, 
Cierk Nov 23 at 12 
London rd, Derby 

BRITON, GEORGE Ex Nest, Kingswood, Boot Manufacturer 
Nov 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

BROWN, GEORGE, Spalding, Lines, Fruiterer Nuv 22 at 11.40 
The White Hart Hotel, Spalding 

BULLIMAN, Tom, Leeds, Tailor Nov 22 at 3 Off Rec, 24, | 
Bond st, Leeds 

COLLINS, CHARLES MORRIS, Burs on, Stafford, Coal Mer- | 
chant Nov 2z at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, | 
Stafford 

CurtTig’, HENRY, Brighton Nov 22 at 12 Off Rec, 12a, 
Mariborough pl, Brighton 

DAVIES, ELIAS, Ffrith, Flint, Labourer 
Priory, Wrexham 

DAVIES, WILLIAM HvuUGH, Waunwen, Swansea, Grocer 

Off Rec, Government bidgs,5t Mary's st, 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in | 


Nov 22 at 350 Off 


New Sawley, Derby, Railway 
Off Rec, 5, Victuria bldgs, 


Nov 23at11 The 


Nov 22 at il 
Swansea 
DORAN, 1HOMAS L, Abbey Hotel, Westminster Bridge rd 
Nov 24 at 11 

DUNCAN, 
Engineer 
t 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Groree 8, Church End, Fivehley, Printer’s 
Nov 24 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey | 


s 

DUNN, JOHN WILLIAM, Grafton. nr \ork, Farmer Nov 22 
at «.30 Off Rec, fhe Red House, Duacombe pl, York 

DUTHIE, JAMES MCUONALD, Southend on Sea, Commercial 
Buyer Nov z2at3 14. Bedford row 

FAULKNER, GEORGE ALBERT, Leighton Buzzard, Cycle 
Maker Nov 24 at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, North- 
ampton 

GoLDSMITH, WILLIAM NORMAN, Chertsey, Surrey Nov 23 
atlz i132, York rd, Westminster Brid.e rd 

GREKN, CHARLES HENRY, Aldershot, Greengrucer 
atll 132, York rd, Westmiuster bridge rd 

GREEN, MARY JANK, Falmouth Nov 22 at 12 
12, Princes st, Truro 

HINDLE, EMMA ELIZABETH, Bangor, Carnarvon, Dress- 
maker Nov %¢ at 11.30 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

HUMPHR#YS, HUGH, Kingsland, Holyhead, Coal Merchant 
Nov 22 at 2.30 The Station Hotel, Holyhead 

JAMES, JOHN, Yuysybw!, Glam, Licensed Victualler Nov 
2$acili.15 St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine's st, 
Pontypridd 

JOHNSON, HENRY, Gun st, Spitalfields, Fancy Goods Mana- 
facturer Nov 2Zatl HBankrupicy bidgs, Carey st 

KING, GEORGE WILLIAM, West Hartlepool, Tobacconist 
Nov 23 at 10 Off Rec, 5, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Derby Nov v3 at 11.30 Off Kec, 5, 
Victoria bidgs, London rd, Derby 

KRAUER, JOSEPH, Manchester Hair Dresser Nov 22 at 3 
Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

LANE, THOMAS, Chorley Lodge, nr Lichfield, Farmer 
23 at 11.30 The Swan Hotel, Lichtield | 

MCALLISTER, HENRIETTA, ANN KERR MOALLISTER, and 
MaRY MCALLISTER, Harioga.e Nov 2: at 3 Off 
Rec, The Ked House, Duncombe pl, York 


Nov 23 


Off Rec, 


Nov 


Nov 22 at 
2.3u Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

MANSRL, ADA ALIOK, Stockport 
24, Bond st, Leeds } 

MIDDLEION, FREDERICK JAMES, Broom ‘Lodge, nr Stour- 
bridge Nov 22 atil2 Off Kec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

MONKS, WILLIAM HENRY, Middlesbrough, Foreman Wal- 
vanizer Nov 22 at3 Off Ree, Court chmbrs, Albert 
rd, Mijidlesbrough 

MORGAN, ROLAN», Brighton, Financier Nov 24 at 
ulf Rec, 12a Marlborough pl, Brighion 

MoRI, ALFRED, St James st, Secrevary 
bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

PARRY, HENKY, Waiton on Thames, Carman Nov 23 at 
11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

JoHN EDMUND, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 
Nov 23 at 3 Off Kec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

SCRIVEN, KUGENE G E, Goldhawk rd, Hammersmith 
Nov 22a.1 Sankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SHINGLER, GEORGE, Leivester, Plumber Nov 22 at 12 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leisester 


Nov 23 at 2.30 Off Rec, 


2.30 


Nov 22 at 12 


oft | 


nr Barnsley, 

Amusement ‘Caterer Nov 2z Rec, 9, 
R-gent st, Barnsley 

SMALLRIDGE, WILLIAM, Dunchideock, Devon, 
Nov wat? Uff Rev, 9, Bedfurd cir, Exeter 

STANESBY, CLAUDE BAYFIELD, Watford, bookseller Nov 
2Zat 12 14, Bedford row 

TILBROOK, WILLIAM HUNTON, Snodland, Kent, Dairyman 
Nov z2 at 11.30 9, King st, Maidstone 

THOMAS ISON, Houghton-le-Spring, Durham, 

Wholesale Fruiterer Nov 22 at 2.15 Uff Kec, 3, 

Manor pl, 8Sunderiand 


at 10.30 


Smith 


Nov 23 at 12 St Catherine's chmbrs, Catherine's | 
st, Pontypridd | 
WYNNE, REGINALD, Winchester house, Old Broad st Nov 
23 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS, } 
ALLEN, ALFRED HENRY, King's Heath, Worcester, Blow 
jome Manufacturer Birmipgham Pet Nov 9 Ord 
ove 


| BINNER, GEORGE, Beeston, Leeds Leeds 


| DoBSON, CHRISTOPHER, Leeds 


ARMSDEN, ALBERT EDWARD, Bedford, Butcher Bedford © 
Pet Nov10 Urd Nov 10 : 

BALLARD, WILLIAM JOHN and GEORGE WILLIAM GoRDo# — 
BALLARD, Bassett, Southampton, Builders Southamp © 
ton Pet Novl0 Ord Nov lv 

Pet Novs Ord 
Novs 

BLOOMBERG Morris, Leeds, Wholesale Clothier Leeds 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov? 

BROWN, STEVENS ALFRED, Cliffe, Kent, Hairdresser 
Rochester Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 11 

BULLIMAN, Tom, Leeds, Tailur Leeds 
Novs 

COLLINS, CHARLES MORRIS, Burston, Staffs, Coal Merchant 
Stafford Pet Nov7 Ord Nuv 10 

CRAN, JAMES, Great Harwood, vr Blackburn Blackburn 
Pet Aug 23 Ord Nov 11 

CROMACK, WILLIAM FRANCIS, Aspley Heath, Bedf_rd, 
Butcher Luion Pet Nov 10 Urd Nov 10 

CURT(ES, HENRY, Brighton Brighton Pet Nov 9 Ord 

Ord 


Pet Nov8 Ord 


Nov9 
Leeds Pet Nov 11 
Nov ll 


| DOVASTON, LEONARD, Nottingham, Commercial Traveller 


Nottingham Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

GAMMAGE, HENRY ADAM, Hereford, Plumber Hereford 
Pet Nov li «rd Novil 

GREEN, CHARLES HENRY, Aldershot, Greengrocer Guild- 
ford Fet Nuv7 Ord Nov 7 

GREEN, MARY JANE, Faimouth 
boavgd 

GRIFFIN, JAMES EDWARD, Charlbury, Oxford, Farmer 
Oxford Pet Nov10 Ord Nov lu 

HYLEN, GkORGE NELSON, Ruskington, 
Boston Pet Oct ll Urd Nov9 

JOHNS N, HENRY, Gun st, Spitalfields, Fancy Goods Manu- 
facturer Hizh Court Pet Nov9 Urd Nov9 

KING, GEORGE WILLIAM, West Hartlepool, Tobacconist 
Sund riand Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

KINSEY, FANNY, Detby Derby Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

LANE, |! HoMAS, Choriey Lodge, nr Lichfield, Staffs, Farmer 
Walsail Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 


Truro Pet Nov 9 Ord 


Lines, Farmer 


| LUCAS, REGINALD Hicks, >tretford, Lancs, Builder Sal- 


ford Pct Oct 13 Ord Nov9 

MARLES. ARNOLD BERTRAM, Clifton, Bristol, Greengrocer 
Bristol Pet Nov 10 Urd Nov li 

MASON, ARNOLD TELFORD, Manchester, Solicitor 
chester Pet sept zl Ori Nov ll 

NEWTON, AUSIEN CHAMBERLAIN, Maidenhead Windsor 
Pet Sept 19 Ord Nov 9 

PARRY, HENRY, Walton on Thames, Carman 
Surrey Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 

PooLk, PRyCE, Norton Canes, Staffs, Baker Walsall 
Nov2 Ord Novs 

Prick, JOHN, Manchester, Coal Merchant 
Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 

PRIGOSHEN, Boris, Aldgate av, Wholesale Manufacturing 
furrier High Court Pet uct 6 Ord Nov 10 

SEINGLER, GEORGE, Leicester, Plumber Leicester Pet 
Nov9 O:d Nov 9 

SMALLRIDGK, WILLIAM, Dunchideock, 
Exeter Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

TILBROOK, WILLIAM HUNTON, Suodland, Kent Dairyman 
Maidstone Pet Nov9 urd Novy 

TONKS, WILLIAM HENRY, Middlesbrough, Foreman Gal- 
vanizer Middlesbrough Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov9 

TYERMAN, JOSEPH, Great Ayton, York, Accountant's Clerk 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

TYSON, THOMAS WILLIAM, Gray's Inn sq, Journalist High 
Court Pet Sept 5 Ord Nov 9 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM HENRY, Swansea, Saddler Swansea 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Novil 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Mar 14, 1902: 

BURROWS, CHARLES WULLIAM, His Majesty's Gaol, Walton, 

Liverpool Wi.,au Pet Maré Ord Mar 12 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 24: 

STEWART, ALICE MABEL FRANCES EMILY PAOLA BIANCA 
MARY CATHERINE, Balderton st, Oxfurd st High 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct Qu 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 3: 

GAENSLEN, RUDOLPH MORRRBL, Longs ct, 8t Martin's st 

High Cou't Pet Sept z Ord Oct 31 


JTREEHOLD GROUND RENTS AT 

LOW RESERVES.—By the d rection of the Trustees 
of Johg Pnilpott, Esq., decsased.—17 parcels uf woall- 
secured Freehold Ground Rents. £175 per aonam, 
£73 10s. per annum, £141 5e., eava in one collection ; and 
Ground Rents of £16 to £88 per annum.—Particula:s 
from C. OC. & T. Moors, 7, Leadeaha!!l-street, E.U. 


ORTGAGES.—Sums of £250, £500, 
i £750, £1,000, £1,200, £1,500, £5,000 up w £10,000 ; 
the foregoing amounts are available at ovce; no com- 
mission ei Yl Atpaivess (Ltd.), 28, Bush- 
lane, Cannon-street, E.C. 


Man- 


Kingston, 
Pet 


Manchester 


Devon Smith 











JIRST-CLASS INVESTMENT in a well- 
eecured rental of £/60 per aunum, arising from about 
i4”0 acres of Freehoid Land in a high-class residential 
district within about 30 miles of Lonuon, which has been 
leased for a lung term to a well-koown golt ciub having a 
large membership, and upon which there has been spent 
over £12,0u0 in bandsome club buildings and laying out 
of une course, thus affording a safe investment with an 
ultimate reversion of great value.—for fuil particulars 
apply to Messrs. Marraews, Marragws, & Goopman, 
a uctioneers, Land and Estate Agents, 35, Bucklersbury, 
c. 


P&IVATE GENTLEMAN has £10,000 to 
b per cont. — Write to Mortgages, 1000, Bell's Advertising 
Otfices, Fleet-atreet, , 
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